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GOVERNMENT 
OF KERALA 

Sentes ? 
GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 


FORESTS -- (KOTTAYAM ) - EVICTION OF ENCROACHERS IN 
VANDANMET AND AYYAPPANCOIL RANGES - ENQUIRY 

REPORT_PUBLICATION OF - ORDERS PASSED . 


AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT ( FOREST A ) 


G.O. ( P ) No. 545 |59|Agri. Dated , Trivandrum , 14th May 1959 . 


Read :-(1 ) Again G. O. (MS) No. 679158 |Agri., dated 26-6-58. 

( 2 ) Enquiry Report dated 9-3-1959 submitted by 
Srio . Chandu Menon , District and Sessions Judge. 

ORDER 
In connection with the agitation started by the Highland 
Karshaka Sangom against the alleged eviction of some persons 
from the Forest lands in Ayyappancoil and Vandanmet Ranges 
in the Kottayam District , the Minister for Transport held a 
conference at Kottayam on 16-4-1958 when a settlement was 
reached and the agitation called off. According to the High 
land Karshaka Sangom , 369 families in bona fide occupation 
prior to 26-4-1957 have been evicted from forest lands in 
Ayyappancoil and Vandanmet Ranges . This is not accepted 
by the Forest Department. In view of this divergence of 
opinion Government agreed to the following : 

( 1 ) That an officer of the rank of a District and Sessions 
Judge will be appointed to examine the cases of these 369 fami 
lies claiming bona fide occupations prior to 26-4-1957 . 

( 2 ) That in all cases where bona fide occupations prior to 
26-4-1957 are proved , these families will be reinstated provided 
the plots do not l e within the reserve forest. If they are within 
the reserve forest areas, alternative sites will be provided ; and 

( 3 ) That in cases where the claim of bona fide occupation 
prior to 26-4-1957 is proved prima facie to the satisfaction of 
the officer, the families will be reinstated as stated above on 
a provisional or ad interim basis pending final examination . 
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Accordingly Government appointed Sri 0. Chandu Menon , 
District and Sessions Judge to enquire into the matter. He 
assumed charge on 15-7-1958 and finished the enquiry by 
28-2-1959 . The report was submitted to Government on 
9-3-1959. 

Government have examined the report carefully . The list 
containing the names and other particulars of the 369 alleged 
encroachers which was prepared by the Local Range Committee 
(Popular Committee ) was supplied to the Enquiry Officer by 
the Divisional Forest Officer, Kottayam . Of the 369 persons 
170 trespassers appeared in person before the Enquiry Officer , 
121 appeared by counsel and 78 remained ex parte and never 
appeared . After examining the list in the light of the evidence 
given by the trespassers the Enquiry Officer observed that 
in preparing the list the Range Committee has omitted the 
names of several trespassers and that the names of persons 
who had not really trespassed had been included in the list. 
However as the enquiry is confined only to the 369 families 
mentioned in the list it is not necessary to examine whether 
any names of actual trespassers have been omitted. He found 
that there were 60 bona fide occupations before 26-4-1957 —-vide 
list appended . The trespasser No. 346 (Father C. V. Mathew 
on behalf of Vincentation Ashramam ) is an institution and not 
the case of a family . Though the occupation was before 
26-4-1957, the Enquiry Officer has disallowed the claims on the 
ground that the occupation was not bona fide within the mean 
ing of the G. 0. (MS) No. 679|Agri., dated 26-6-1958. There 
were 60 bona fide occupations prior to 26-4-1957 of which tres 
passer No. 273 was in a poramboke outside the reserve forests. 
All the other 59 occupations were within the reserve forest 
area . T. S. Nos . 273 and 21 were not evicted and they should 
not have been included in the list of 369. The remaining 309 
trespassers were not in bona fide occupations of any plot before 
26-4-1957 . 

Government accept the findings of Sri 0. Chandu Menon . 
They also order that alternate land from Forest or Revenue 
lands not exceeding the extent of previous occupation subject 
to a maximum of two acres will be allotted to the encroachers 
in the list below . 

The Chief Conservator of Forests is requested to point out 
suitable area for providing alternative sites for these bona fide 
occupants immediately . 


By order of the Governor, 

C. THOMAS, 
Secretary to Government . 


To 


The Chief Conservator of Forests . 
The Director of Public Relations. 
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AYYAPPAN KOIL 


SI. 
No. 


Name. 


Trespasser 

S. No. 


Extent 


Remarks 


273 


Gopalan Nair Damodaran 

Nair, Vatakkatathu 


15 cents 


River poramboke 
outside Reserve 
Forest, occupation 
conceded by Forest 
Department (not 
evicted ) 


2 


274 


Narayanan Nair Madhavan 

Nair, Etappalli Veetil 


15 cents 


Kozhimala 


3 


322 


Narayanan Nair, Chalianickal 


1.25 acres 


Conceded by 
Government 


Thovala 


4 


65 


50 cents 


6 


117 
125 
134 


I acre 
so cents 
50 cents 


7 


8 


137 
149 


50 cents 
25 cents 


9 


Kumari Kessayan , Vettu 

kallanal 
Kurien Apali,Kizhakkatathu 
Joseph Varki, Poothara 
Mathen George , 

Kaithamattathu 
Joseph Joseph, Parakunnel 
Oolahannan Kunjupennu , 

Mannarkandam 
Mathew Varughese , Nirappel 
Joseph Mathew 

Moonnanappallil 
Mathai Oolahannan , Arrackal 
Varki Joseph , Moliparambil 

Kattappana 
Auseph Devasi 


IO 
II 


159 
1 60 


I acre 


4 acres 


12 
13 


161 
166 


2 acres 
50 cents 


14 


I acre 


Conceded by 

Government 


6 


15 
16 


25 cents 
25 cents 
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17 
18 
19 


132 
183 
190 


Auseph Devasi, Kalapurackal 
Thomman Joseph , 

Vettukallamku 
VarkiMathu , Ponmala 
AugastiMathai, Poothakuzhi 
Augusti Oolahannan , 

Poothakuzhi 


I acre 
50 cents 
so cents 


20 


224 


21 


225 


Vallakadavu 
Varughese Varughese , 

25 cents 
Pandikunnel 
Mathai Mathai 

25 cents 
Idamanakunnel 
Kochala Chothi, 

so cents 
Moonnumakkaparambil 
Ouseph Varki, Poochummalil 50 cents 


22 


228 


23 


229 


.Name. 


Exteot . 


Remarks. 


SI. 
No. 


Trespasser 
S. No. 


Vellayankandam 


24 


ܐܘ 


I acre 


Philipose Auseph , 

Vettikozha 


25 
26 
27 
28 
29 


248 
259 
260 
268 
318 


5 acres 
1.50 cents 
1 acre 


I acre 
I acre 


Thoppippala 
Mani Abraham , Kollappallil 
Kurian Auseph , Chakalayil 
Varki Mathai, Chakalayil 
Auseph Chacko, Kottarethil 
Keshaya Panicker 

Pulinikkunnathil 
Joseph Thomas, 

Puthenpurayil 
"Oolahannan Cheriyan , 

Chooranolikkal 
Devasie Oolahannan , 

Maruthanolil 
Ouseph Mathew , Kunnel 


324 


30 


2 acres 


31 


342 


50 cents 


Conceded by 

Government 
Extent not men 

tioned 


32 


3448 


1.acre 


33 


352 


25 cents 


34 


201 


5/6 acre 


Conceded by 
Government 

do . 
do . 


35 
36 


202 
203 


5/6 acre 
5/6 acre 


37 


204 


5/6 acre 


do . 


38 


205 


Kanchiyar 
Varki Joseph , Villam 

thanathu 
Mani Mathew , Mailekkal 
Devasie Devasia 

Vellukkunnel 
Chacko Devasia , 

Vadakkumparambil 
Oolahannan Thomman , 

Chooranolil 
Mathai Joseph , Ecoparampil 
Thommen Thommen 

Chilampil 
Thomman Varki, 
-Thannithikkaparayil 
Chacko Thomas , 

Kunnappallil 
Mani Varughese, Kulathara 


1 acre 


Extent not given 


39 
40 


220 
333 


50 cents 
I acre 


Extent not given 


. 


41 


336 


I acre 


Conceded by 
Government 


42 


338 


2 acres 


43 


339 


.2 acres 


Conceded by 

Government 


2 acres 


44 
45 


2 
10 


Valiyakandam 
Augusti Augusti, Illickal 
Azhakan Pathrose , 

75 cents 
Palliparampil 
Chacko Kuruvilla, Kizhakel 
Yohannan Mathai, Karingottu 1 acre 
Varughese Mathew , 

Karukaparampil 


12 


2 acres 


46 
47 
48 


Conceded by 
Government 

do . 
do . 
do . 


15 
17 


1 acre 


un 


SI . 
No. 


Trespasser 
S. No. 


Name. 


/ 


Extear. 


Remarks. 


49 


19 


2 acres 


Mathai Chacko, 

Thullakalathil 
Gauriyar Poulose, Arackal 


50 


21 


Conceded by 
Government 

do . 
(not evicted ) 


5 acres 


51 
. 52 


36 
45 


I acre 
I acre 


Conceded by 

Government 


53 


49 


1 acre 


54 
55 


52 
62 


Kolan Nanu, Valathookkil 
Markose Pathrose , 

Kappalashari 
Kuttan Sivaraman , 

Pulappetathu 
Peeli Joseph , Ponnattu 
Ayyappan Palmanabhan , 

Vanthuparampil 
Auseph Joseph 

Vatakekara 
Kuruvila Thomman , Plakkal 


• I acre 

2 acres 


56 


66 


I acre 


57 


68 


1 acre 


Conceded by 
Government 


58 


80 


1 acre 


59 


93 


Thomman Varkey, 

Melamparampil 
Joseph Mathai, Paravan 

Parampil 
Kunjan , Kunjan , Parachalil 


25 cents 


60 


1 22 


I acre 


ENQUIRY REPORT 


I. 
2 . 
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Before the Special Commissions of Enquiry 

at Ayyappancoil 
Present : - Sri O. Chandu Menon , B.A., B.L., 

Enquiry Officer . 

Saturday , the 28th February 1959 . 
In the matter of alleged EVICTION of ENCROACHERS in FOREST LANDS 
in Vandanmet- and Ayyappancoil Ranges. 
Trespassers : 
Auseph Devasi, Valaiparambil, 

Kattappana 
Augasti Augasti, Illickal, 

do . 
3 . Abraham Mathai, Chengalikavil , 

Mathai Anthoni, Pottumkulathu , 
Mathai Thomman , Pathinanchiparampil, 

do . 
6 . · Auseph Devasi, Kalapurackel, 

do . 
Thomman Joseph , Vettukallamkuzhy 
Mathai Abraham , Ayyanickal, 
Kuruppan Shankaran, Palakkattettu, 

Vallyakandam 
1o . Azhakan Pathrose, Palliparampil, 

do. 
Thomman Joseph , Arrackal, 

Kattappana 
Chacko Kuruvila, Kizhakel, 

do . 
13 . Chothen Auseph , Kollamkeril, 

do . 
Kochira Pappan, Namprarackal, 

Vallyakandam 
15 Yohannan Mathai, Karingottu 

do . 
Devasi Devasi, Mulackal, 

do . 


4 . 
5 . 


do . 
do . 


7 . 
8 . 


do . 
do . 


9 . 


II . 
12 . 


14 . 


16 . 
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Vallyakandam 

do . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


17 . 
18 . 
19 . 
20 . 
21 . 
22 . 
23 . 
24 . 
25 . 
26 . 
27 . 
28. 
29 . 
30 . 
31. 
32 . 
33. 
34 . 
35. 
36 . 
37 . 
38 . 
39 . 
40 . 
41. 
42. 
43 
44 . 
45 
46 . 
47 . 
48. 
49 . 
50 . 
51. 
52 . 
53 . 
54 . 
55 . 
56 . 
57 . 
58 . 
59 . 
60 . 
61 . 
62 . 
63 . 
64 . 
65 
66 . 
67 . 
68 . 
69 . 
70 . 


Varughese Mathew , Karukaparambil, 
Paramu Parameswaran, Kattuthra , 
Mathai Chacko , Thullakalathil, 
Kurian Chacko, Theckemundakapadavil, 
Gauriyar Pauloose , Arackal, 
MathaiMathai, Koorumulluthadathil, 
ThommiMathai, Vattakkattil, 
Saviour Joseph, Marangattil , 
Varki Oolahannan, Changumsheril, 
Kuruppan Kuttappan , Pulickal, 
Chandy Thoma, Mattapallil, 
French Anthony, Nirapel, 
Varki Pathrose, Palakunnel, 
Raman Gopi, Parayil, 
Pathrose, Payili Payyappallil, 
Nanu Gangadharan , Mattathichirayil, 
Auseph Thommen , Kunnel, 
VarkiMathai , Inchappallil, 
Oolahannan Ouseph, Thekkekara, 
Kelan Nanu, Valathookil, 
Joseph Mathew , Kuzhippala 
Varki Kurian , Poomattam , 
Auseph Skaria , Valliampoikayil , 
Thomman Thomman , Kochuparampil, 
Peeter Alex, Parakkandathil, 
Eenasu Joseph, Karimpanackal, 
Varughese Joseph , Kaniarakathu 
Yohannan Kocharakkan , Mangattuparampil , 
Markose Pathrose, Kappalasheri 
Abraham Kunjappi, Perumattumangalom , 
ManiEmmanuel, Thelliyil, 
Joseph John , Puthenpurayil, 
Kuttan Shivaraman , Pulappetathu, 
Mani Devasia, Thelliyil, 
Thomman Skaria , Kallitakkuzhi, 
Peeli Joseph , Ponnattu , 
Shankaran Pithamparan , Kantankolathu, 
Oolahannan Chacko, Kochukutilil , 
Kuruvila Joseph , Plackal 
Auseph Chacko, Puthuparampil , 
Joseph Devasi, Valiakulathil, 
Narayanan Rakavan , Angilisherri, 
Kungan Rakavan , Vizhukkapara , 
Varki, Joseph , Varakil, 
Karampan Kochupilla, Keoppillil, 
Ayyappan Palmanabhan, Vanthuparampil, 
Pathrose Mathai, Eoranara, 
Narayanan Shankarankutty , Anchapra 
Kumari Kessavan , Vettukallanal, 
Auseph Joseph , Vatakkekkara , 
Auseph Anthoney, Vezhapparampil, 
Kuruvila Thomman , Plakal, 
Devasia Oolahannan , Künnathethu , 
Kungan Kuttan , Puthenpurackal, 


do . - 
Kattappana 
Vallyakandam 

Kattappana 
Vallyakandam 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do : 
do . 

do . 
Pulianmala 

do . 
Vallyakandam 
Puliammala 

do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
Vallyakandam 

do . 

do . 
Puliammala 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Kattappana 

do . 
Kunthalampara 

Kattappana 
Puliammala 

do . 
Kattappana 
Kunthalampara 

do . 
Kattappana 
Vallyakandam 

do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 
Kattappana 
Vallyakandam 
Oopputhara 
Vallyakandam 

do . 
do . 
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71. 
72 . 
73 . 
74 . 
75 . 
76 . 
77 . 
78 . 
79 . 
8o . 
81 . 
82 . 
83 
84 . 
85 
86 . 
87 . 
88 . 
89. 
90 . 


Vallyakandam 

do . 
Kattappana 

do. 

do . 
Vallyakandam 

Puliammala 
Vallyakandam 

do . 

do . 
Kattappana 

do . 
Vallyakandam 

do . 
Puliammala 
Vallyakandam 
Kattappana 

Puliammala 
Kunthalampara 
Vallakkatayu 

do . 
Kunthalampara 
Kunthalampara 

do . 


91. 


92 . 
93 
94 . 
95 . 
96 . 
97 . 
98 . 


Auseph Varki, Illickal, 
Augusthi Varki, Inchimalayil, 
Velayuthan Nair Madhavan Nair , Panthallor , 
Devasia Mathai, Eezhamattathil, 
Mathai Oolahannan , Thekkekkara , 
Varki, Auseph, Vettukattil, 
Cherian Dhomini, Thekkemuriyil , 
ManiMathew , Machiyattu , 
Thomman Oolahannna , Irrackal, 
Thomman Varkey, Melamparampil, : 
Kurian Kurian , Thanolil, 
Velayuthan Govindan , Kottur, 
Auseph Thomma,Mammoottil, 
Auseph Thomas, Matathiparampil , 
Devasia Midheyel, Kollasheril, 
Thomas George , Puthenpurackal, 
Auseph Thommen , Mukkilikkattu , 
Achuthan Kungan, Chottanikkara 
Kungupilla Gopalan, Pananthotathil, 
Neelakantan Shivaraman , Puthenpallil. 
Varki Thomas, Kunnel, 
Varki Ittiavara , Pulimoottil , 
Joseph Mathai, Paravanparampil, 
Narayanan Madhavan , Ayyalvelil, 
Kungan Kumaran, Mutavanattu , 
Shankaran Madhavan , Patackal, 
Kungan Balan, Manthanathu , 
Kantan Palbhanabhan, Kantathiveliyil , 
Ittintan Velayuthan , Thalachira 
Velachettiar Krishnanchettiar, Vampampikal, 
Auseph Thomas , Vatakkekkara, 
Philipose Auseph, Vettikozha, 
Varki Augasti, Veliakkattu Marottikal, 
Ayyappan Madhavan, Areepara, 
Auseph Joseph , Puthenparampil, 
Avira Augsati, Matappillil, 
Auseph Skaria , Netumpurathu , 
Chacko Auseph , Patingarethil, 
Mathwini hacko , Thonimankal, 
VarkiMani, Anikkoottathil, 
Oolahannan Cherian , Pathippallil, 
Abraham George, Cherupilapurayidathil 
Eettan Oolahannan , Kurumannil , 
Punnoose Oolahannan , Panthaopallil, 
Raman Parameswaran , Kizhakkel, 
Abraham Jacob, Parakkunnathu , 
Kurian Apali, Kizhakketathu , 
Varki Cherian , Ponnatu , 
Ittyjon Narayanan, Kulathinkal, 
Mathan lype, Chennamattathil, 
Oolahannan Varki, Kurumannil, 
Kungan Kungan , Parachalil, 
Govindan Kunjan , Ilavanakkattu 
Mathai Joseph ,Kumpukkal, 


do . : 
do . 
do . 
do . 


99 . 


100 
101 . 
102 . 
103 . 
104 . 
105. 
106 . 
107 . 


108 . 


109 
110 . 
111. 
112 . 


do . 
Kattappana 

do . 

do . 
Puliammala 
Kochuthovala 

Kattappana 
Vallyakandam 
Kattappana 

do . 
Vallyakandam 

do . 
Kattappana 

do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Kunthalampara 

do . 
Kattappana 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
Kattappana 


114 . 
TIS 
116 . 
117 . 
118 . 
119 . 
I 20 . 
121. 
122 . 


123. - 


1 24 . 
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125 . 
126 . 
127 . 
128. 
129 . 
130 . 


131. 


132 . 
133 
134 . 
135 
136 . 
137 . 
138 . 
139 . 
140 . 
141. 
142. 


143 . 


144 . 
145 . 
146 . 
147. 
148. 
149. 
I 5o . 
151. 
152 . 


Joseph Varki, Poothara , 
Kelan Rakavan , Chalanattu , 
Varughese Koshi, Vazhayil, 
Thomas Kochika , Parakkoottathil Thekkethil, 
Abraham Mathai, Malaitu , 
Kungan Kochukochu , Vizhackappara 
Pila Devasia , Thundathilettu , 
VarkiMathu, Ponmala , 
Kelankutty , Thottathil, 
Mathen George, Kaithamattathu, 
Mathen Mathen , Kaniamparampil, 
Chacko Chacko, Kurushunkal, 
Joseph Joseph , Parakunnel, 
Auseph Thomas, Moolayil, 
Karuthakunju Damodarapanikar, Suriavilasam , 
"Shankaran Kunjukuttan , Paret hekkethil, 
Parwathi Bhavani, Kunnathu , 
Chennan Nair Krishnan Nair, Elempalisheril, 
Thommen Skaria, Kochuparampil , 
Varki Anthoni, Kunnil, 
Oommen Chacko , Pulickaparampil, 
Devasia Thomas , Eettickal, 
Varughese Varki, Kochukizhakket hil, 
Joseph Joseph , Vakaparampil , 
Oolahannán Kunjupennu , Mannarkandam , 
Auseph Ahron , Ayikkarail , 
Auseph Auseph , Poonnukuzhy, 
Pappan Velayuthan , Kulathaniyal, 
Ithak Joseph , Vavallur 
French Thomas, Varikamakkal , 
Skaria John , Konnakal, 
Kurian Auseph, Elachinilkal, 
Avira Chacko, Varikamakkal, 
Raman , Ittintan , Kulatthunkal, 
Mathew Varughese, Nirappel, 
Joseph Mathew , Moonnanappallil, 
Mathai Oolahannan , Arrackal, 
Joseph Kurian , Kumpalavelil, 
Mathai Devasia, Puthenpurayil, 
Kumari Narayanan , Vakavayalil, 
Devasia Varughese, Playanakuzhi 
Varki Joseph , Moliparampil , 
Joseph Mathew , Kalaithinal, 
Keshavan Vasu, Thakatiyel , 
George Mathai, Kaniamkuzhi, 
Philipose Philipose , Paravettikuzha 
Damodharan Chinnappan , Chovellikuzhi, 
Kunjankesavan, Vellamakkal, 
Ittira Kessavan , Kalluvattathu, 
Auseph Varki, Ayikarayil, 
Mundi Raman , Thekkelakkattil , 
Auseph Auseph , Puthenparampil, 
Chacko Devasia, Ethakkattu, 
Skaria Thomas, Elavumparayil, 


Kattappana 
Kunthalampara 
Kattappana 

do . 

do . 
Kunthalampara 
Kattappana 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 
Kattappana 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do. 
Kattappana 
Kochuthovala 

Kattappana 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Kattappana 
Kochuthovala 

do . 

do . 
Kunthalampara 

Puliammala 

Kattappana 
Kochuthovala 

Puliammala 
Kochuthovala 
Kattappana 

do : 
Puliammala 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
do . 
do . 


153 


154 . 


155 


156 . 
157 
158 . 
159 
160 . 
161. 
162. 


163 


164 . 
165. 
166 
167 
168 . 
169. 
170 . 
171 . 
172 . 
173 


174 . 


175 
176 . 
177 . 
178 . 
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179 . 
180 . 
181. 
I 82. 
183. 
1 84 . 
185. 
186 . 
187 . 
188 . 
189 . 
190 . 
191. 
192 . 
193 
194 . 
195 
196 . 
197 
198 . 
199 . 
200 . 
201 . 
202 . 
203. 


Vallyakandam 
Kochuthovala 
Kunthalampara 

do . 
Kattappana 
Kochuthovala 
Kattappana 

do.. 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do. 
Kunthalampara 
$ 4 do . 

do . 
Kalthotti 
" Kochuthovala 

do . 
Kochuthovala 

do . 
Kanchiyar, 

do . 


204 . 


Chacko Joseph ,Mattathil, 
Augasti Chacko , Kuttiathu 
Auseph Kurian, Valiakulathil, 
AusephKurien , Kunnampurathu , 
Augasti Mathai , Poothakuzhi, 
Varughese Varughese, Kadavilkarottu , 
Thomas Varughese, Kallidamkuzhi, 
Ayyappan Shankaran , Kalappurakal, 
Devasia Mathew , Mullamparackal, 
Kelan Katutha , Previkkattu , 
Devásia George, Poomattathil, 
Augasti Oolahannan , Poothakuzhy, 
Thommen Joseph, Porutholil, 
Koshy Baby, Idayappara , 
Mathai Frenchu , Kadumkunnel , 
Varki Chacko , Kunnel, 
Mani Kuruvila, Poomakuzhiyil, 
Mathai Thommen , Pazhoor 
Thomman Mathai, Mattappallil, 
Auseph Devasia, Pazhoor, 
Thomas Varki, Thuruthel, 
Thomman Mathai, Muntekkattu, 
Varki Joseph , Villamthanathu, 
ManiMathew , Maliekal , 
Devasia Devasia, Vellukkunnel, 
Chacko Devasia, Vadakkumparampil, 
Oolahannan Thommen , Chooranolil, 
Thomas Devasia, Konattuparampil, 
Thomman Varki, Thekkel, 
Kurian John, Kataplakkal, 
Auseph Thomas, Thennattil Puthenpurayil , 
Auseph Mathai, Paremackal, 
Chacko Joseph , Vatakken , 
Joseph Joseph , Poovelil, 
Kurian Mathai, Panthalatikkal, 
Chacko Shauri, Kelamangalom , 
Gopalan Kuttan , Charuvila, 
Auseph Mathai, Kannamangalathu , 
Augasti Joseph, Chooranoli , 
Auseph Devasia , Koottaplakkal, 
Patmanabha nNarayanan , Kantasheri, 
Mathai Joseph , Ecoparampil , 
Thommen Abraham , Kottamathil, 
Varki Auseph , Malickkal, 
Joseph Thomas, Kanjiramvila , 
Varughese Varughese, Pandikunnel, 
Mathai Mathai, Idamanakkunnel, 
Chacko Varki, Kallumpurathu , 
Chacko Abraham , Thottathil, 
Kochola Chothi, Moonnumakkaparampil, 
Auseph Varki, Poochummalil, 
Auseph Anthoni, Vettimala, 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


do 


205 . 
206 . 
207. 
208 . 
209 . 
210 . 
211. 
212. 
213. 
214 . 
215. 
216 . 
217 . 
218 . 
219 . 
220 . 
221 . 
2 22 . 
223 
224 . 
225 
226 . 
227 . 
228 . 
229 . 
270 . 


do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Nariyampara 
Kanchiyar 

do . 
do . 

do . 
Kalthotti 
Kanchiyar 

do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 

do . 
Vallakkadavu 

do . 
Kunthalampara 

do . 
Vallakkadavu 

do . 
do , 
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231 . 
232 . 
233. 
234 . 
235 
236 . 
237 . 
238 . 
239 


240. 


241. 
242. 
243 . 
244 . 


do . 


245 . 


246 . 
247 
248 . 
2.49 . 
250 . 
251. 
252. 
253 
254 . 
255 
256 . 
257 . 
258 . 


Varughese Mathew , Thanathu, 

Vallakkadavu 
Katutha Narayanan , Eenthanal, 

do . 
Pilo Varki, Kalayil, 

do . 
Velu Achari Gopalan Achari, Kunnappalli; Kattappana 
Thomas Varughese, Puthenpurackal, 

do . 
Varki Varki, Varakil, 

Kochuthovala 
Narayanan Nair Rakavan Nair , Pulickal, Vallakkadavu 
Auseph Devasia , Karukappallil, 

do . 
Ittiavara Mani, Kallukulangara 

do. 
Kuttan Chakrapani, Puthenpurackel, 

do , 
Chacko Auseph , Palolil, 

Meppara 
Joseph John , Kattuparampil, 

Kanchiyar 
Mathai Mathai, Thayyil, 
John Kurian , Kataplackal , 

do . 
Mani Aley 

do . 
Skaria Varki, Karukappallil, 

do . 
Mathai Mathew , Karimattathil, 

Mattukatta 
Mani Abraham , Kollappallil, 

Thoppippala 
Mathai Chacko, Nechikattil , 

Mattukatta 
Kuruvila Mathai, Thoppippala, 

Thoppippala 
Velayuthan , Ayimanathu, 

do . 
Krishnan Narayanan , Thoppippala , 

do . 
Anthoni Thommen , Kotippara, 

do . 
Varki Joseph , Chackalackal, 

Kalthotti 
ThomaDevasia, Vengackal, 

Thoppippala 
John Joseph , Kallanchirathu, 

do . 
Mathai Varki, Thekkekkarayil, 

do . 
Mathai Thomas , Neriamparampil, Thekkethil do . 
Kurian Ouseph , Chakalayil, 

do . 
Varki Mathai, Chakalayil , 
Ayyappan Keshavan, Patinjarenirappel 

do . 

do . 
Varki Devasia, Kuzhithottil, 
Raman Neelakantan , Poorupatayil, 

do . 
Varki Varki, Kochupurackal, 

do . 
Auseph Deva sia, Kottarathil, 
Mathai Auseph, Charalayil, 

do . 
Thommen Thommen , Natackal, 

do . 
Auseph Chacko , Kottarathil, 

do . 
Thommen Auseph , Pampulakayil, 

do . 

do . 
Auseph Devasia , Mannattukunnel, 
Thommen Kuriako, Malipparampil, 

do . 
Oolahannan Joseph , Pulimoottil, 

do . 
Gopalan Nair Damodaran Nair, Vatakketathu, Ayyappancoil 
Narayanan Nair Madhavan Nair, Edappalli Veetil , do. 
Kunju Kunju Pappy , Kaliyikkal, 

Thoppippala 
Thommen Devasia , Mookkenthottathil, 

do . 
Balan Pillai Karunakaran Pillai Kopparathethekkethil, do . 
Chacko Mathew , Panakkattil, 

do . 
Thommen Varki, Thalachirayil, 

do . 
Thommen Anthoni, Thalachirayil , 
Thommen Varki, Varikanickal, 
Rakavan , Chakatamkulathu , 
Madhavan , Kalayil, 

do . 
Thommen, Thaimuriyil, 

do . 


259 . 


do . 


do . 


260 . 
261 . 
262 . 
263 : 
264. 
265 
266 . 
267 
268. 
269 
270 . 
271. 
272 . 
273 
274 
275 
276 . 
277 
278 . 
279. 
280 . 
281. 
282 
283. 
284. 


do . 
do . 
do . 


285. 
286 . 
287 . 
288. 
289 . 
290 . 
291. 
292 . 
293 
294 
295 
296 . 
297 . 
298 . 
299 
300 . 
301. 
302 . 
303 . 
304 . 
305 . 
306 . 
307 . 
308. 
309 . 
310 . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


311. 


Devasia , Thalmuriyil, 
Thommen Kurien , Thalachirayil, 

Thoppippala 

do. 
Bhava Pathrose , Pallimattathil , 
Joseph Joseph , Panakechalil , 
Mathai Sakaria, Ottaplakkal, 
Chacko Varki, Vallompurayidathil, 
Mathai Cherian , Vakaniyil, 
Thommen Kurian , Vallompurayidathil, 
Chacko Auseph, Pallimattathil, 
Auseph Anthoni, Palathumkal, 
Anthoni Joseph ,Malayil, 
Devasia Mathai, Nagapuzhayil, 
Auseph , Nagapuzhayil , 
Mailan , Parainpurathu , 
Paikili, Parappurathu , 
Thommen Thommen, Thottappallil, 
Thommen Auseph , Thottappallil , 
Thomas Oolahannan , Idail, 
Auseph Oommen , Nagapuzhail, 
Thomas, Thekketathu , 
Auseph Mathai, llamthuruthil, 
Varki Autha, Njattuthottiyil, 

do . 
Thomas Kotchu , Thelathathu , 
Varki, Valiakumaramangalom Chavarayil, 
Varki Joseph , Chavaranal, 
MathaiMathai, Plathottathil, 
Mariam Mathai,Maniannamkunnel, 
Mariam Thommen , Maniannamkunnel, 
Joseph Joseph , Idiamplackal, 
Joseph Mathew , Idiamplackal, 
Shankaran Rakavan , Nediathu , 
Auseph Devasia , Edeattukunnel, 
Thomas Kuriakose, Malipparampil , 

do . 
Keshava Panikkar, Pulinikkunnathil, 

Kanchiar 
Govinda Pillai Raman Pillai, Kozhimala, 

Kozhimala 
Devasia Anthoni, Olikkal, 

do . 
Velayuthan Nair Sritharan Nair , Mailackal, 

do . 
Narayanan Nair, Chelianickal, 

do . 
Narayana Pillai Rakavan Pillai, Charuvila Puthen 
veetil 

do . 
Joseph Thomas, Puthenpurayil, 

do . 
Joseph Mathai, Kochumurathumkal, 

do . 
Chandi Mathai, Matathil , 

Thoppippala 

do . 
Joseph Mikayel, Karottuthazhathu, 

do . 
Kutty Ayyappan , Mekkunnel, 

do . 
Kelan Itty, Parasheril, 

do . 
Aruthappan Varughese , Charathuvilayil , 

do . 
Ayyappan Konthi, Parayil , 
Thommen Joseph, Chilampil, 

Mattukkatta 
Thommen Thommen , Chilampil, 

Kattappana 
Shankaran Nair Madhavan Nair, Kallenplakkal, Ayyappancoil 
Rama Marar Parameswara Marar, Kaippanavilayil, do. 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


312 . 
313 
314 . 
315 . 
316 . 
317 . 


318 . 


319 . 


320 , 


321 . 
322 . 
323 . 


324 . 
325 
3 26 . 
327 . 
328 . 
329 . 
330 . 
331. 
332. 
333 . 


334 
335 
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337. 


338 . 
339 . 


do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 
do . 


348. 


359 


336 . Thommen Varki, Thannithikkaparayil, 

Kanchiyar 
Thresia Joseph , Palathumkal, 

do . 
Chacko Thomas, Kunnappallil , 

do . 
Mani Varughese , Kulathara 

do . 
340 . 

Kuriako Joseph , Poovakkattila 
341. VarkiMathew , Villamthanathu, 
342 . Oolahannan Cheriyan , Chooranolikkal, 
343. Devasia Thomas, Kotnattuparampil, 
344 . Abdul Abidhu, Pullattu , 
345. Kaleb , Pullelil, 
346 . Father C. V. Mathew , Vincentation Ashramam , 
347. Thommen Devasia , Kottarathil, 

Deyasia Ulahannan, Maruthanolil, 
349. Devasia Devasia , Maruthanolil, 

do . 
350. Pathrose Chacko , Vellimel, 

do . 
351. KonthiMadhavan , Kolathunkal, 

do . 
352 . Auseph Mathew , Kunnel, 

Thoppippala 
353 Thevan Kunjan , Kuzhiyil Thadathil, 

do . 
354 . Shauriaru Thommen , Villamthanathu , 

do . 
355 . Narayanan Nair Ayyappan Nair, Thazhathetathu Kanchiar 
356 . Joseph Joseph , Kochumuriyil, 

do . 
357 . Chacko Thomas , Vatakketathu, 

do . 
358. Govindan Nair®Krishnan Nair , Melettu , Ayyappancoil 
Thomas Joseph , Thuntathil, 

Murckattukudy 
360 . Patmanabhan Nair Rakavan Nair , Perekkattu , Kalthotti 
361. Parameswaran Nair Vasudevan Nair, Kalampukkattu do . 
362. Chacko Mathai, Muthalakuzhiyil, 

Kanchiar 
363 Frenchu Devasia , Ozhakkel, 

do. 
364 . 

Balan Pillai Purushothaman Pillai, Kocharathekkethil, do . 
365. Varughese Chacko, Thoppil, 

do . 
Anthoni Devasia , Ezhuthupurackal, 

Kunthalampara 
Joseph Joseph , Puthiyaparampil, 

Vallakatavu 
368 . Estafan Mathai, Elavunkal, 

do . 
369 Varughese Anthoni, Kanjirakkattu , 

Kochutho vala 
Parties in T.S. Nos . 27, 31, 43, 50, 63, 74 , 78, 105, 115 , 
128, 141, 171, 176 , 182, 188 , 200, 223 , 235 , 242, 245 , 250 , 252 , 
253 , 256, 257 , 258, 263 , 266 , 269, 270 , 271, 275, 279, 280 , 284 , 
285, 286 , 287, 288, 289 , 290 , 291, 292, 293, 294 , 295, 296 , 297, 
298 , 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304 , 306 , 307 , 308 , 309, 310 , 311, 
312 , 313, 314 , 330 , 331, 337 , 353, 358 , 364 , IOI, 214 , 251, 265, 
267, 347, 368. 
Parties in T.S. Nos . 2 , 3 , 4 , 6 , 7 , 

II, 

16 , 21, 22, 23 , 24 , 25, 
28, 29 , 32, 33 , 35, 36 , 37, 38, 39 , 40 , 42; 47 , 49, 54 , 55 , 56 , 
57, 59 , 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70 , 71, 72, 75, 76 , 77, 79, 80 , 
87 , 88 , 

93 ) 103, 104 , 106, 107, 109, 110 , 112, 117, 118, 119 , 
120, 122 , 123, 125, 131, 

132, 133, 134 , 135 , 136 , 137, 144 , 146 , 
151, 155, 159 , 160 , 161, 165, 166 , 170, 174 ) 175 , 178, 180 , 183 , 
185, 187, 189, 190, 195, 207, 212, 213 , 216 , 220 , 224 , 225 , 226 , 
228 , 229 , 230 , 231, 232 , 233 , 238, 239 , 241, 243, 246 , 254 , 259 , 
260, 264 , 268 , 326 , 338, 339, 340 , 348, 349, 352 , 354 , 367, by 
Advocate Sri M.K. Abdulkadir. 


366 . 
367 . 


124 , 


Vakalath in T.S. Nos. 70, 75, 79, 

155 175, 189, 231, 233 and 241 
have been subsequently given up . 

Parties in T.S. Nos. 1, 5 , 8, 9, 10 , 12, 13, 14 , 15, 17, 18, 19 , 
20, 26 , 30 , 34 , 41, 44, 45, 46 , 48, 51, 53 , 54 , 58, 60 , 61, 64 , 
73, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 89, 90 , 91, 92 , 94 , 95, 96 , 97, 98 , 
99 , TOO , 103 , 108 , 111, 113 , 114 , 116 , 121, 126 , 127 , 129 , 130 , 
138, 139, 140 , 142 , 143, 145, 147 , 148, 149, 150 , 152, 153 , 154, 
156 , 157, 158, 162, 163, 164, 167, 168, 169 , 172, 173 , 177 , 179, 
181, 184 , 186 , 191, 192, 193) 194 196 , 197, 198, 199, 201, 202, 
203, 204 , 205, 206 , 208, 209, 210 , 211, 215, 217 , 218, 219, 221, 
222, 227 , 234 , 236 , 237, 240 , 244, 247, 248, 249, 255, 261, 262, 
272 , 273, 274 , 276, 277 , 278 , 281, 282, 283 , 305,315, 316 , 317, 
318, 319 , 320 , 321, 322, 323 , 324 , 325, 327 , 328 , 329 , 332 , 333, 
334, 335, 336 , 341, 342, 343, 344 , 345 , 346 , 350, 351, 355, 356, 
357, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 365, 366, 369, appear in person . 

The above cases of Trespass have been opposed by Government Pleader 
M.N. Govindan Nair on behalf of the State . 


FINDINGS 
1. In G. 0. Ms. No. 679 (Agriculture Department) -- 
(Forest A ) dated 26th June 1958 , the Government appointed me 
as the Enquiry Officer to examine the cases of 369 families 
claiming bona fide occupations of forest areas prior to 26-4-1957 
in the Vandanmet and Ayyappancoil ranges. A list containing 
the names and other particulars of the 359 alleged encroachers 
was supplied to me by the Divisional Forest Officer, Kottayam . 
The alleged encroachers, will be referred to hereafter as T. S. 
No. 1, 2 etc. ( Trespasser serial No. 1, 2 etc.) according to 
their serial No. in the list supplied by the D. F. O. Registered 
notices were issued to the trespassers. Out of the total of 369, 
170 trespassers appeared in person and 121 appeared by counsel. 
Seventy -eight trespassers remained ex -parte and never appeared . 
The parties who appeared in person and those who were repre 
sented by advocates filed statements, in which they mentioned 
the respective dates of encroachments , the various crops raised 
by them , the respective months in which they were evicted and 
other particulars. It may here be noted that in 2 cases in which 
advocate appeared no statement was filed and in 5 cases in 
which the advocate had filed statements , no evidence ad 
duced . Similarly, in 8 cases the parties who filed statement 
in person did not adduce any evidence. A written statement 
was filed by Shri N. A. Varughese, Ranger, Forest Division , 
on behalf of the State. A list was appended to the said written 
statement and it was stated that 16 cases namely , T. S. No. 1, 
10 , 12 , 15 , 17, 19 , 45, 68, 201 to 204 , 322 , 336 , 339 and 342 were 
conceded . It was stated that these 16 persons were in occupa 
tion prior to 26-4-1957, and the Forest Offence Registers dis 
closed that cases had been booked against tliem for encroach 
ment prior to 26-4-1957. The contention in the written state 
ment is that nobody had encroached or occupied the forest area 
except the aforesaid 16 persons against whom cases had been 
registered , and that if at all other persons had trespassed into 


the forest , such encroachments were only after 29-7-1957 . 
Six hundred and seventy -four witnesses were examined for the 
trespassers and 6 for the State. The alleged encroachments 
are said to be in different localities called Nathukal, Thovala , 
Kattappana, Valiyakandam , Vellayankandam , Vallakadavu , 
Thuvarayar , Kanchiyar, Thoppippala , Kozhimala and Ayyappan 
coil. All these localities are in the Ayyappancoil Ranges . I 
shall consider later each case separately , locality -war. 

2. Before examining the evidence in the respective cases , it 
is necessary to refer to certain circumstances. After the al 
leged eviction of the encroachers, a committee was constituted 
( called the Popular Committee ) of which the Tahsildar of 
Oodumbanchola was the President and the Forest Ranger 
Shri Varughese was the Convener . The Presidents of the 
Panchayats of Oodumbanchola , Oopputhara, and Vandanmet, 
a Representative of the Kerala Karshaka Sangom , a Repre 
sentative of the Highland Karshaka Union and the 2 M.L.As. 
from Munnar were the members of the committee for the 
Ayyappancoil Ranges. The committee in turn constituted a 
sub-committee to prepare a list of the alleged encroachers, show 
ing the extent occupied by them and other particulars , to faci 
litate a demarcation of the reserve forest boundary in such a 
way that the occupants , as far as possible , could be allowed to 
continue in possession without prejudice to the proper preserva 
tion and maintenance of the forest area. According to the 
evidence , a list of 815 persons was first prepared and placed 
before the committee . That list was not accepted by the com 
mittee and therefore a second list of 369 persons was prepared 
and that was accepted by the committee. It may here be 
noted , that the second list was also objected to by Ranger Shri 
Varughese, the Convener of the committee, but the majority 
accepted it . The list supplied by the D. F. O. and mentioned 
above is the said list of 369 persons . A contention is taken 
on behalf of the State that very many persons not in the first 
list have been included in the second list and that a few bona 
fide occupants in possession even prior to 26-4-1957 have not 
been included in the lists . I have already stated that accord 
ing to the written statement filed by Shri Varughese only 16 
persons were in occupation of forest areas before 26-4-1957. 
The Forest Offence Registers for the years 1955 to 1957, Exhi 
bits DS, DS, D15 and D16 have been produced for the purpose 
of giving negative evidence to the effect that barring the afore 
said 16 , nobody else had trespassed before 26-4-1957. The 
contention is that if there was any other trespasser, a case 
would have been taken against such trespasser also . On be 
half of the trespassers it is contended that the list of 369 per 
sons was prepared by responsible persons after a careful investi 
gation and local inspection and that all the 369 persons in the 
list had occupied forest areas prior to 26-4-1957. PW - 3 in 
T. S. No. 3 is the Oodumbanchola Panchayat President and he 
was examined for the purpose of substantiating the afore - noted 
contention of the trespassers . It is now necessary to consider 
how far reliance can be placed on the Forest Offence Registers , 


15 


: 


in deciding whether there were other trespassers besides those 
16 mentioned above. It is also necessary to see whether much 
sanctity can be attached to the list of 369 persons, exhibit 
D4-A , in.deciding the question whether all or any of the per 
sons mentioned therein had occupied forest lands before 
26-4-1957. T. S. No. 1 is a .conceded case. That person has 
been in occupation of the land claimed by him for atleast 2 or 
3 years. The Forest Offence Registers do not show that any 
case was registered against him . In T. S. No. 338 the party 
has produced the F. I. R. filed in a case against him and others. 
The forest offence case referred to in the said F. I. R. filed by 
the police is OR -3157. In the relevant entry in the offence 
register in respect of that case, the house name and other 
particulars of some of the accused are not given . A perusal 
of the Forest Offence Registers will show that there are cases 
entered in the said Registers without giving sufficient parti 
culars to enable the identification of the accused . In T. S. No. 
352 the receipt issued by the First Class Magistrate of Devi 
kulam is produced by the party to evidence the payment of the 
fine imposed on him . This case has not been conceded and one 
is unable to find out from the Offence Registers where the case 
against this particular individual is noted . I do not think it 
necessary to pursue this question further and sufiice it to note 
that the production of the Forest Offence Registers does not 
establish that there were no trespassers other than those 
admitted 

3. If the Offence Registers are not helpful in deciding the 
question at issue, the committee s list, Exhibit D4 - A ,. is still 
worse. It is contended by the learned counsel for the State 
that one Poomattam Devasia, the Secretary of the Kattappana 
branch of the Highland Karshaka Union , has introduced very 
many bogus names in the list to enable other persons to get 
those lands. I do not think that any useful purpose will be 
served by making an enquiry as to whether a particular indivi 
dual has been responsible for any particular conduct . Several 
parties and witnesses examined in this enquiry have stated 
that some of those witnesses were in occupation prior to 
26-4-1957 and were evicted by the officers of the Forest Depart 
ment, but that their names were not included in the list of 369 
persons. PW - 3 in T. S. No. 3 is T. N. Ayyappan Nair , the then 
Secretary of the Ayyappancoil branch of the Highland 
Karshaka Union . It may be noted at this stage that evidence 
intended to be treated as common to all the cases wasaduced 
by both sides in T. S. No. 3. This PW - 3 is himself a trespasser 
and his T. S. No. is 355. He has stated that the first list of 
815 persons contained the names of persons who had encroached 
before 1-4-1957. If the said list contained only the names of 
persons in occupation prior to 1-4-1957 what was the justifica 
tion for rejecting it and preparing a subsequent list of 369 per 
sons ? The proceedings of the committee, Exhibit D2, will show 
that 11 persons who were represented by one Dominik Joseph 
were prior occupants of land in Kanchiyar and that it was 

resolved to give them the lands occupied by them . DW - 3 has 
» admitted that all the said 11 persons have been omitted in the 


A 
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list of 369 persons and that some of them alone were mentioned 
in the list of 815 persons. T. S. No. 273 in the list is one 
Damodaran Nair . În Exhibit D4 - A , it is noted against his 
name that he was in possession for 3 years. In the column 
in Exhibit D4 - A , " whether the land should be taken back from 
the occupant or not " , it is stated against No. 273 that the land 
should be taken back from him . PW - 3 in T. S. No. 3 has given 
2 inconsistent explanations. He stated that it was so noted 
because the area occupied by T. S. No. 273 was within the 
reserve forest. It is conceded by the Government Pleader and 
it is also clear on local inspection that the plot occupied by 
No. 273 is outside the reserve forest area . The land is in 
Ayyappancoil. The reserve forest boundary is a public road and 
the plot of 273 is on the other side of the road and it is in the 
river Puramboke. The second explanation given by PW -3 is 
that it was thought better to evict him as his plot was near 
the Ayyappancoil temple. For one thing, the plot is not in 
such close proximity and for another thing, T. S. No. 273 is 
a Hindu whose occupation of land even in the neighbourhood 
of a temple is not usually regarded as objectionable either from 
the religious or the sentimental point of view . In quite a large 
number of contested cases there is appreciable disparity bet 
ween the extent of trespassed area noted in the list and the 
extent as claimed by the trespassers. In some cases the list 
shows even a larger extent than the extent claimed by the tres 
passers . In T. S. Nos . 8 , 53 , and 222 the extent claimed by 
each trespasser is 50 cents , whereas the extents shown the list 
are respectively 1 acre 50 cents, 1 acre and 1 acre . The 
Government Pleader concedes that T. S. Nos. 201, 202, 203 and 
204 were in occupation long prior to 26-4-1957. It is repre 
sented that according to the Offence Registers the said 4 tres 
passers and 2 others together cleared an area of 5 acres. It is 
the evidence of these 4 trespassers that they along with 2 others 
together cleared 5 acres and that each is entitled to 5/6 acre. 
The names of the 2 persons who occupied along with T. S. No. 
201 to 204 do not appear in the list. PW - 3 in T. S. No. 3 states 
that Ward No. 2 of his Panchayat is about 80 sq.miles in extent. 
The names of the different localities in which occupations are 
claimed were put specifically to PW - 3 and he could remember 
having gone only to the localities known as Kattappana, Kanchi 
yar , and Kozhimala . Unfortunately , the list of 815 persons 
is not forthcoming. According to the learned counsel for 
trespassers it is in the possession of PW -6 in T. S. No. 3. When 
DW - 3 in T. S. No. 3 was examined as his own witness in T. S. 
No. 355 , he stated in clear terms that the list of 815 persons 
was with Poomattam Devasia and that he could get and pro 
duce the same. PW -6 states that the said list of 815 is in the 
possession of Poomattam Devasia . Whatever that may be, the 
said list is not available for ascertaining whether new names 
not in it have crept into the second list of 369. Some witnesses 
make serious allegations against the sub - committee and this is 
relied on by the learned Government Pleader to show that the 
sub-committee acted even dishonestly . It is not possible in this 
enquiry to arrive at a definite finding on this question relating 
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to the conduct of the sub -committee ; nor is it necessary. The 
various circumstances emerging from the evidence and certain 
broad features which I have indicated above will show that 
much reliance cannot be placed on the list, Exhibit D4 ( A ) . 
The list Exhibit D4 ( A ) does not also show the particular loca 
lity in which each trespasser occupied . It may also be noted 
that the argument of learned counsel for the trespassers that 
the contention of all should be upheld because their names are 
in the list has only to be stated to reject it. There were 
instances where the same plot was claimed by different per 
sons. T.S. No. 105 in the list would appear to be the same as 
No. 176. It is contended by the Government Pleader that Nos. 
284 to 314 in Ext. D4 ( A ) are fictitious names. In spite of 
registered notices and newspaper publications they did not 
appear. On a careful consideration of the entire evidence , I am 
inclined to hold that reliance cannot be placed on Ext. D4 ( A ) 
for finding that the persons mentioned therein were in occupa 
tion of lands . 

It is the contention of the learned Government Pleader . 
that before 1957 June- July there was no large scale trespass 
into the forests in the Ayyappancoil Ranges . The evidence of 
DW - 1, the Vice -President of the Kerala Karshaka Sangham 
Taluk Committee , of DW - 2 an executive member of the Kerala 
Karshaka Sangham , Ayyappancoil Village Committee, DW -4 , 
Ayyappancoil Section Forester, DW -5 , another Section Forester 
and DW -6 , the then Forest Ranger , is to that effect. DW -6 
states that before June-July 1957 there was no organiscd or 
large scale trespass and there were only a few stray and 
sporadic instances . On the other hand, it is contended on 
behalf of the trespassers that there were several instances of 
trespass in 1956 , 1955 and even earlier . From the cvidence 
before me, it is difficult to hold , that before 1957 June- July 
there were only a few stray cases of trespass. DW - 1 und W -2 
have stated that in 1954, 1955 and 1956 there was absolutely 
no unauthorised occupation of forest land. It has been pointed 
out above that a few cases were conceded by the Government 
Pleader . At least there are those cases of unauthorisd occupa 
tion in the years 1954 to 1956. Even DW -6 admits that on 
9-4-1957 a stay order was issued by the Gov ment (vide Ext. 
D - 10 and D - 10 ( A ) . A petition by several persons was pre 
sented to the Government and the Government ordered stay 
of eviction of cultivators . Ext. D - 11 is a copy of the petition 
submitted to the Government, which was forwarded by the 
D. F. O. to the Ranger. Ext. D - 12 is the draft of a report sent 
by the Ranger to the D. F. O. It is stated in Ext. D - 12, para 
graph 2 , that " attempts were made for large scale encroach 
ments in the areas outside the demarcated boundary" and that 
" some rich and politically influential peonle are hehind such 
attempts of wanton destruction of our National Wealth " . It 
is further stated that “ it is with a view to conceal such organis 
ed and unlawful encroachments of forest lands these encroachers 
have put in this petition to stay eviction proceedings" . It is 
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stated in paragraph 3 , that the encroachers " want to justify 
their entry into the reserve forest outside the demarcated 
boundary " . In Ext. D - 12, it is stated in paragraph 7, that "the 
prayer that all lands cleared by them ( outside the demarcated 
boundary ) and in their possession should be given to them 
deserves no consideration, firstly because they are law breakers 
and secondly it is prejudical to the interest of forest con 
servancy " . It is clear from this , that areas outside the demar 
cated boundary and within the forest reserves had been cleared 
before the date of Ext. D - 12 , that is, 16-4-1957. Ext. D - 17 ( A ) 
is the draft of a report by the Ranger to the D.F.O. and it is 
dated 13-6-1957. It is stated in it as follows : " I may kindly 
be enlightened as to what action I may take with regard to 
new encroachments. Most of the encroached areas have been 
brought under cultivation . It is very difficult to fix up areas 
that were under cultivation before 1-4-1957" . This also shows 
that there were areas trespassed upon and cultivated before 
1-4-1957. In Ext. D - 20 ( B ) dated 26-9-1957 the Ranger seeks 
orders as to what steps should be taken realise the crops 
cultivated in the encroached areas. In Ext . D - 30 , which is a 
copy of a letter by the Ranger to the D. F. O., it is stated that 
" early in 1957 there were large scale encroachments in the 
reserves adjoining the non revertable blocks . 

... and 
Government by issue of stay orders allowed them to tender and 
protect the crop till harvesť " , etc. DW -6 stated that by " early 
in 1957" he meant the first half of 1957. In the light of the 
other Exhibits adverted to above and the evidence, the reason 
able conclusion is that even before 1-4-1957 there were encro 
achments and unauthorised occupations on a fairly large scale. 
I may , in this connection , also State, that the evidence indicates 
that person used to trespass and occupy areas, that they used 
to be ejected or turned out and that other new commers used 
to trespass and occupy the sites from which earlier trespassers 
had been ejected . I have also mentioned above the contention 
on behalf of the State and the evidence of even some of these 
trespassers that the committee, in preparing the lists , has omit 
ted the names of several actual trespassers and that the names 
of persons who had not really trespassed had been included in 
the lists. In view of these circumstances , it is really difficult 
to determine, who among the 369 persons in the list had actually 
and effectively trespassed over the forest area before 26-4-1957. 
I shall now proceed to consider the cases in the different locali 
ties separately . 

AYYAPPANCOIL 


T. S. No. 273 

This case is conceded and an endorsement is made by the 
Government Pleader that " this relates to an occupation about 
which the Forest Department has not interfered and they have 
no objection regarding the occupation " . This area is outside the 
reserve forest and is situated in river puramboke, 
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T. S. No. 274 

In the statement it is alleged that 50 cents of land was 
occupied in 1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 
The party examined himself and 1 witness. The evidence is 
substantially consistent and I find no reason to reject it. He 
was in occupation before 26-4-1957 and he occupied under the 
honest belief that the land would be given to him as he had no 
other land . 
T. S. No. 334 

In the statement he states that 20 cents was occupied in 
1130 Dhanu . There is no reference in the statement to any 
eviction . He examined himself and 2 witnesses . PW - 1 says 
that the extent is 25 cents , that he does not know the boundaries 
on the South , North and East and he resides 3 furlongs away. 
He would also say that the party was evicted , but remained 
there itself without going away and that Paddy was cultivated 
2 or 3 times. PW - 2 says that Paddy was cultivated once, 2 or 
3 years ago. The Western boundary is stated as road and 
river . PW -3 ( the party ) says that he cleared 2 acres and was 
evicted in 1130 Kumbham , but resided again in the same place. 
I inspected this area and found that the party is in possession 
of a small bit of river puramboke lying between the road and 
the Periyar River. So far as that river puramboke occupation 
is concerned , the Forest Department has no objection. The 
statement is so worded as to create confusion . The evidence 
is unsatisfactory . I do not accept the contention of the party 
that he was in occupation of land in the forest area 
T. S. No. 335 

In the statement he states that 25 cents was occupied in 
1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Two 
witnesses and the party were examined . PW -1 says that the 
area adjoining the temple compound wall was cleared , whereas 
PW - 2 says that the area cleared was 150 ft. away from the 
said wall. According to PW - 1, paddy was sown in Meenam 
and a portion of that was harvested . He says that tapioca was 
planted in Thulam and pepper vines were also planted . Accord 
ing to PW - 2, paddy was sown in Chingom and tapioca was 
raised 4 months thereafter. He also says that some pepper , 
vines were planted . The party (PW - 3) says that paddy and 
tapioca were both cultivated in Kumbham , that absolutely no 
paddy was got and that pepper vines were not planted . I do 
not accept the contention that he had trespassed . 

KOZHIMALA 
T. S. No. 319 . 

According to the statement 1 acre was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . The party was 
examined as PW - 2 and 2 other witnesses were also examined. 
PW - 1 says that he and the party together cleared 1 acre and 
put up a house and both resided in it and that the eviction was 
in 1132 Vrischikam . According to him only paddy was culti 
vated , whereas it is stated in the statement that paddy , tapioca , 
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pepper vines and plantains were cultivated . PW -2 says that 
though he and PW - 1 together cleared 1 acre, they were resid 
ing in separate houses and that if the claim is allowed , half 
of the area will be given to PW - 1. The name of PW - 1 is not 
in the list. PW - 3 says that the trespass ,was before 1132 Kar 
katakam and that after 5 or 6 months the party was evicted . 
I do not accept the claim . 
T. S. No. 320 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . The party 
examined 2 witnesses and himself as PW -3 . According to 
PW - 1, 11/2 acres of land was occupied . Paddy was cultivated 
twice,-in Thulam and Meenam . A portion was harvested and 
peppervines were also planted . PW -2 says that peppervines 
were not planted and that the trespass was in the month of 
Chingom in the year 1956. PW -2 resides 142 miles away from 
the alleged site. PW - 3 says that immediately after trespass 
in Chingom he cultivated paddy , but nothing was got. The 
evidence is inconsistent and I do not accept this case of tres 
pass. 
T. S. No. 322. 

The party claims 114 acres and this case was conceded by 
the Government. An edorsement has been made by the Govern 
ment Pleader that 114 acres of land may be allowed to him . 
T. S. No. 323. 

One and a half acres of land is said to have been occupied 
in 1132 Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
3 witnesses were examined , including the petitioner. The peti 
tioner is PW - 3 . According to PW - 1 the first thing he saw was 
the sowing of paddy in 1133 Meenam and the eviction was 6 
months before his examination as witness in December 1958 . 
PWs- 1 and 3 say that the party resided with his wife, while 
according to PW -2 the party resided alone. I do not accept this 
case of trespass. 
T. S. No. 332. 

The party filed a statement but did not adduce any evi 
dence and remained absent. His case cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 357. 

According to the statement, 50 cents was occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . 3 witnesses in 
cluding the petitioner, were examined . The party was examined 
as PW - 3 . PW - 1 says that the eviction was in 1133 Meenam . 
Compared with the boundaries as stated in the statement 2 
boundaries are wrongly stated by PW - 1, and 3 are wrongly 
stated by PW - 2 . PWs- 1 and 3 stated that 1 acre was occupied. 
According to PW -2 paddy was sown in Chingom , which could 
be normally harvested in Makaram , but no crop was got as 
the forest officials destroyed them 2 or 3 months after the 
so ving. I do not accept this case . 
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NATHUKALLU 
7. S. No. 126 . 

In the statement the trespass is said to be in 1956 Decem 
ber and the eviction in 1957 August. Neither the locality nor 
the extent is mentioned . 3 witnesses, including the petitioner 
( PW -3 ) , were examined and they all belong to the same caste . 
PWs- 1 and 2 said that they were residing 3 miles away from the 
site claimed . They said an area of 2 acres was cleared , whereas 
according to the petitioner (PW -3 ) only 1 acre was cleared . 
P.W - 1 said that the occupation was in the year 1132 and the 
eviction in 1133 Chingom . He was examined on the 24th of 
October 58. He said that his examination was on 24th Thulam 
1133, and that the eviction was only 2 months before. It is 
clear that this case cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 199. 

The statement is very vague and the extent, boundaries , 
the date or month of entry or eviction are not stated . The 
party examined himself as PW - 2 and he deposed that the 
trespass was in 32 Chingom and the eviction in 33 Vrischikam . 
PW - 1 stated that the trespass was 2 years before and the evic 
tion was also 2 years ago and that the party was in occupation 
only for 6 months. There are, according to him , very, many 
houses between his residence and the site . I do not accept 
this case 

THOVALA 
T. S. No. 65 . 

The party in his statement says that he occupied in 1132 
Kanni 50 cents of land and that he was evicted in 1133 Chingom .. 
The boundaries of the area occupied by him and the various 
crops raised are also mentioned . He has examined 2 witnesses, 
PWS- 1 and 2 , and also himself as PW - 3 . The evidence of the 
witnesses is substantially consistent and convincing and I do 
not find any reason to reject it. The petitioner has no other 
land and he swears that he occupied the land under the bona fide 
belief that the land would be given to him by the Government. 
I find that he was a bona fide occupant before 26-4-57. 
T. S. No. 67. 

It is alleged in the statement that in 1132 Chingom he 
occupied 112 acres and that he was ejected in 1133 Chingom . 
Including the party (PW - 3 ) 3 witnesses were examined . Ac 
cording to the evidence, after the eviction the party resides in 
the house of PW - 1 . His house is admittedly 34 mile away 
from the alleged site. He does not give any evidence regard 
ing the crops raised or the boundaries of the area . One Vazha 
parambil Mathai is related to PW - 1 and also to the party . His 
evidence is vague and also interested . PW -2 says that he lives 
3 furlongs away from the alleged site. According to him , there 
were other trespassers who had occupied various sites in bet. 
ween his residence and the site claimed by the party . PW - 2 
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does not know those intervening trespassers or the places 
occupied by them . He says that he became acquainted with the 
party after the trespass. PW - 3 says that he came to this 
locality in 1131 , that even before that he had some varam 
cultivation and that when the committee visited his site, 2 
months after the alleged eviction , the stumps of the paddy 
crops were visible. He does not say that he had harvested 
any paddy crop . I do not accept the evidence in this case . 
T. S. No. 10. 

The allegation in the statement is that 15 cents was occu 
pied in 1132 Chingom and that the eviction was in 1133 Chin 
gom . Only one witness was examined, and the names of the 
neighbưuring cultivators mentioned by him do not tally with 
the names mentioned in the statement. The party did not 
examine himself. I do not accept this case of alleged trespass. 
T. S. No. 111. 

In the statement it is alleged that in 1132 Chingom he 
occupied 1 acre of land and was evicted in 1133 Chingom . The 
party (PW - 3 ) has examined 3 witnesses, including himself . 
PW - 1 says that his residence is 3 furlongs away from the 
alleged site, that he knows PW - 3 for 4 years, that he used to 
call him for doing cooli-work and that he went to the place 
to demand the repayment of a loan. This PW - 1 was a witness 
in another case also . He does not know 2 of the boundaries . 
PW - 2 resides 1 mile away from the alleged site and he says 
that after eviction PW -3 is his permanent labourer . The extent 
mentioned by the PWs- 1 to 3 is 1 acre and the extent shown by 
the committee in the list is 5 cents . I am not impressed with 
the evidence and I do not accept this case of alleged trespass . 
T. S. No. 114 . 

In the statement it is alleged that 1 acre was occupied 
in 1132 Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . 3 wit 
nesses were examined, including the party (PW - 3 ) . PW -1 says 
that he knows the party for 4 years. He has given the most 
confusing evidence regarding the actual trespasser. He states 
that it was not Oolahannan who cleared the area and occupied 
the site, but it was his son Chacko . He said that Oolahannan 
died some time back . It may be remembered that the party s 
name is Oolahannan and his father s name is Punnoose. He 
has given prevaricating answers. At the same time he pre 
tends to remember the months in which the entry and eviction 
took place as also the 4 boundaries, when he is not even able to 
remember the names of the parties. PW - 2 says that Punnoose 
died 1 year ago and that before his death he was residing in 
Kattappana with his children . He was examined on 24-10-58 
and when he was asked the date on which he was examined , 
he stated that it was 24th Thulam 1134. But he pretends to 
remember the month in which the trespass took place as also 
the month of eviction . PW - 3 , the party , along with 2 or 3 
others , is entitled to another 5 acres of land. There is also no 
bona fides , even if it is possible to hold that there was a tres 
pass as alleged . I do not accept this case. 
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T. S. No. 116 . 

In the statement an occupation of 2 acres in 1132 Chingom 
is claimed and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . He 
resides with one Joseph, working as his coolie, and this Joseph 
and his brother Kunju own lands . The suggestion is that they 
have put forward this party for claiming lands for themselves. 
The party examined himself , and did not examine any other 
witness. I do not accept this case . 
T. S. No. 117. 

It is alleged in the statement that in 1132 Chingom 1 acre 
was occupied and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Particulars 
regarding the crops raised and the boundaries are also given in 
the statement. 3 witnesses were examined including the party 
(PW - 3 ) . Their evidence is substantially consistent and con 
vincing and I do not find any reason to reject it. This party 
has no other land. According to his statement he entered 
possession under the bona fide belief that the land would be 
given to him by the Government. I find that he was in bona fide 
occupation before 26-4-57. 
T. S. No. 118 . 

The allegations in the statement filed are that 1 acre was 
occupied in 1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 
The party has examined PWs-1 and 2 , besides himself. PWS- 1 
and 2 reside 11/2 miles away from the alleged site. One fails 
to see what particular occasion PW - 1 had to note and remember 
the boundaries. His evidence is very artificial. PW - 2 says 
that he remembers that the trespass was in 1132 Chingom 
because in that month he purchased a cart and got a receipt. 
He further says that he sold the cart and took a receipt in 
1133. I am not impressed with the evidence in this case and 
do not therefore accept it. 
T. S. No. 119 . 

It is alleged in the statement filed by him that the tres 
pass was in 1956 February , that the eviction was in 57 August 
and that the area occupied was 1 acre . 3 witnesses were ex 
amined including the party (PW - 3 ) . PWS-2 and 3 deposed 
that the trespass was in 1131 Dhanu, which will not correspond 
to February 56. PW - 3 also says that he resided in the pro 
perty only for 5 or 6 months . If so, he could not have been 
in occupation for about 112 years as alleged in the statement. 
I do not accept this case. 
T. S. No. 120. 

It is alleged in the statement that 1 acre was occupied in 
1131 Kumbhom and the eviction was in 33 Chingom . The party 
examined himself and 2 other witnesses. All the 3 witnesses 
are persons coming from Pampady . PW -1 says that PW - 2 
resides about 1 mile from the alleged site, whereas PW - 2 would 
say that his residence is only 2 or 3 furlongs from the site. 
The evidence is most unimpressive. The brother of the party 
owns some area , and according to the evidence , both before the 
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trespags and after the eviction , PW -3 resided with his brother. 
I do not accept the evidence in this case. 
T. S. No. 123. 

In the statement, occupation of 1 acre in 1132 Vrischikam 
is claimed and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 3 
witnesses were examined including the party (PW -3 ) . PW -1. 
resides 1 mile away from the alleged site . He says that he 
used to call the party for coolie-work and when he went there 
for that purpose he saw the occupation . The first time he 
called the party for work is said to be in 1132 Vrischikam , 
the month of trespass . The party s brother - in -law is PW - l s 
neighbour. It is said that before the alleged trespass and after 
the eviction the party resided with his father , who owns 1972 
acres . The evidence of PW-2.is vague. He does not mention 
the boundaries. His residence is said to be 12 a mile away. 
According to the evidence there are occupants near the alleged 
site . They have not been examined . In the statement filed , the 
encroachment is said to be in Kochuthovala . PW -3, the party , 
deposed that the encroached area was 1 mile away from 
Kochuthovala . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 125 . 

The encroachment is said to be in respect of 12 an acre in 
December 1956 and the eviction in August 1957. The parti 
culars are all mentioned in the statement. 2 witnesses and the 
party were examined and they have given substantially con 
sistent evidence, which I find no reason to reject. The petitioner 
has no other land and his occupation was bona fide and before 
26-4-57. His claim is accepted . 
T. S. No. 127. 

In the statement it is alleged that 1 acre was occupied in 
Chingom 1132 and he was evicted in Chingom 1133. 2 witnes 
ses were examined . The party is a coolie of PW -2 who owns 
lands. The suggestion is that, the party is put forward by 
PW - 2 for getting the land for himself . No doubt, this sugges 
tion is denied . PWS- 1 and 2 state that the area occupied was 
1/2 an acre. The party himself did not go into the witnesses 
box. I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 129. 

In the statement the allegation is that 1 acre was occupied 
in 1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 3 wit 
nesses were examined , the party being PW - 3 . PW - 1 was ex 
amined on 24th October 1958 and he states in cross-examination 
that altogether the party is known to him only for 1 year . He 
then modifies his answer by saying that the party is known to 
him for 5 or 6 years. In the next sentence he says that he 
himself came to this locality 8 years ago and that the party 
came 6 years after that. He does not even know the year in 
which he is examined as witness . He pretends to know the 
boundaries of the party s land, but admits that he does not 
know the boundaries of his own land . PW - 2 mentions only 2 
boundaries . He says that he went to the site 6 months before 
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the eviction . He asserts that chillies were cultivated , whereas 
PW - 3 , the party , says that chillies were not cultivated . The 
party owns 1 acre of land in Kunthalampara . I do not accept 
this claim . 
T. S. No. 130 . 

There is only the interested evidence of the party , who 
says that he owns 10 cents in Kunthalampara, where he re 
sides with his wife. There is no acceptable evidence and I 
do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 131. 

The statement is that 1 acre was occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 1 witness and the party 
( PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 stated as the northern boun 
dary, the place shown as the southern boundary in the state 
ment. The advocate, by a leading question , got it corrected . 
But that does not improve matters: PW - 1 says that there are 
neighbours . They were not examined. As in the statement, 
PW - 1 stated that the trespass was in 1132 Dhanu and the evi 
ction in 1133 Chingom . PW -2 says that he was once evicted 
in Medam , then again in Mithunam and finally in Chingom . 
Though only one acre is claimed in the statement , PW - 1 says 
that the area was more than 1 acre and PW - 2 says that it was 
142 acres . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 133. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Besides PWS-1 
and 2 the party examined himself as PW - 3. PWs-1 to 3 say 
that the extent is 112 acres. All these 3 belong to Pampady 
and there they were neighbours. PW - 1 says that he came 
from Pampady 3 years ago in Chingom , that PW - 3 came 4 
months after that and that PW - 3 trespassed 2 months after 
he came. If so, the trespass cannot be in 1132 Thulam . PWs- 2 
and 3 are cartmen who go together for work . PW - 2 is a 
permanent employee of one Kariyil Pappan in whose place 
PW - 3 resided before the alleged trespass and after the alleged 
eviction. PWs- 1 and 2 reside 12 a mile away from the alleged 
site . There are neighbours and they have not been examined . 
I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 134 

The statement is that 50 cents was occupied in 1132 Vris 
chikam and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 3 witnesses were 
examined , including the party , and they have given substan 
tially consistent evidence , which I find no reason to reject. The 
party has no other property and he bona fide occupied the land 
thinking that he would get the land. The claim is accepted . 
T. S. No. 135 . 

In the statement the occupation is said to be of 50 cents 
in 1132 Kanni and the eviction in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 
2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . All the 3 are co 
labourers employed in one Kuriakose s shop before the alleged 
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trespass and after eviction . PW - 2 says that he saw the party 
digging for tapioca cultivation in Chingom and that that was 
3 months after the trespass. If so , the trespass could not have 
been in Kanni 1132 as alleged . PWs- 1 and 3 are natives of 
Pampady . The evidence is most unimpressive and I do not 
accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 136 . 

In the statement the trespass is said to be in 1132 Thulam 
in respect of 1 acre and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chin 
gom . PWS- 1 and 2 and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . 
According to PW - 1, the area occupied is 1/2 an acre. He is a 
neighbour of the party s brother with whom the party resides. 
PWS- 1 and 2 say that they reside 2 or 3 furlongs away from 
the alleged site. Both before the alleged trespass and after 
eviction the party is said to have resided with his mother and 
brother . The party owns 1 acre of land. He states that he 
transferred that land in favour of his brother , after the alleged 
trespass. There is no bona fides in this conduct. The neigh 
bours have not been examined . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 137 , 

According to the statement, 50 cents was occupied in 1132 
Vrischikam and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . All the 
relevant particulars are given in the statement. 3 witnesses 
were examined , including the party, and their evidence is sub 
stantially consistent. I do not find any reason to reject the 
evidence.. As he owned no other land , he bona fide entered, 
hoping that he would get the land. The claim has to be 
allowed . 
T. S. No. 149. 

In the statement it is alleged that the trespass was in 1132 
Thulam to get 1 acre and that the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . 
The party is a Harijan widow . She stated that she had no 
means to bring witnesses. She said that 2 other persons 
present on the day she was examined, knew about her occupa 
tion and requested that they might be examined . They were 
examined . They belong to different castes or communities. 
The witnesses , PWS-2 and 3, said that the party was in occupa 
tion of 14 acre. PW - 2 says that she was evicted in 1133 
Chingom and she was in occupation for a fairly long time. 
But he could not remember for how long she was occupying the 
site. PW -3 says that he knows that the party was residing 
there for 8 or 9 months before her eviction . PW - 1; the party 
says , that out of 1 acre she intended to occupy , one Vakkachen 
forcibly occupied 34 acre , leaving only a balance of 14 acre 
for her . The evidence of the 3 witnesses is natural and I 
accept this case . 
T. S. No. 150 . 

In the statement, the trespass is said to be in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction in 1133 Chingom , the extent being 1 acre. One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined and both deposed 
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that the occupation was in 1132 Chingom . In the statement, 
the area occupied is said to be in Kochuthovala . PW - 2 , the 
party says that it is not in Kochuthovala but is 3 furlongs 
away from Kochuthovala . The eastern boundary mentioned 
in the statement is a road . PW -2 says that he put up the house 
3 furlongs away from the road . The total extent claimed is 
only 1 acre. I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 151. 

In the statement , 30 cents is said to have been occupied in 
1132 Vrischigom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
PWS-1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . But PW -2 
was given up after he was examined partly . PWS-1 and 3 be 
long to the same place and were friends even before coming 
to this locality . The evidence of PW - 1 is vague . In the state 
ment the Northern boundary is said to be waste land . PW - 1 
says that the Northern boundary is a road and that he knows 
not the other boundaries. In cross-examination , the party 

(PW - 3 ) said that immediately after trespass , in Thulam , he 
planted tapioca . In re -examination he was asked how he could 
plant in Thulam when his trespass itself was in the next month , 
Vrischikam . He then said that tapioca was planted in Kum 
bham . Even then , the planting could not be immediately after 
the trespass as alleged in the cross -examination . The 30 cents 
in the statement becomes 12 an acre in the evidence of PW - 3 . 
I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 153. 

In the statement, it is alleged that about 1 acre was occu 
pied in 1956 August and he was evicted in 1957 August. One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . In the state 
ment it is alleged that the party put up a house and resided 
there and in 1957 August the house was demolished by the 
Forest Department Officials. PWS-1 and 2 deposed that no 
house was put up there. PW - 1 , who was examined in Jaruary 
1959, states that he knew the party for 2 years. If so , he knew 
the party only long after the date of the alleged trespass . I 
do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 154. 

In the statement 1 acre is said to have been occupied in 
1956 August and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . 
PW - 1 and the party ( PW -2 ) were examined . PW -2 deposes 
that he married on 25th Dhanu in the year 1956 and that he 
trespassed 3 months after that. Though in the statement the 
extent mentioned is 1 acre, the evidence of PW -2 is that he 
occupied 3 acres , clearing it in 3 months. One of the bound 
aries mentioned in the statement is the boundary of Valia 
kandam . The evidence is that the area occupied was 1 mile 
away from Valiakandam . This party owns i acre 40 cents 
since 7 years. I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 155 . 

Beyond filing a statement no evidence was adduced . The 
claim is rejected . 
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T. S. No. 156 . 

According to the statement filed, about 2 acres was occu 
pied in 1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . 
The party alone has been examined , and the boundaries men 
tioned in his evidence do not tally with the boundaries as stated 
in the statement. Though in the statement the area occupied 
is said to be in Kochuthovala , according to the evidence it is 
in Kattappana and the party deposes that Kochuthovala is 
4 furlongs and Valiathovala 2 miles away from the trespassed 
area . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No.157. 

In the statement 1 acre is said to have been occupied in 
1132 Kanni. The eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined and they state 
that the extent occupied was 12 an acre . PW - 1 says that 
immediately after trespass a house was put up and that that 
was 10 or 15 days after the stay order was passed . The stay 
order was on 9-4-1957, and if the occupation was after that, 
it cannot be in 1132 Kanni. PW - 1 mentions all the 4 boun 
daries of the alleged site, but knows only 2 of the boundaries 
of his own property . PW - 2 says that his last child was born 
in 1132 Medam and that it was not at the alleged occupied 
area . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 158. 

According to the statement 2 acres was occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . They belong to the same place 
and were friends. PW - 1 says that he resides 12 a mile away 
from the alleged site . There are neighbours, according to the 
evidence, and they have not been examined . PW - 2 says that 
he was told that there was a stay order passed , that he put 
up a house after that and that he cleared the area only after 
constructing the house. The stay order was in April 1957 
and it is therefore clear that the case put forward , namely , 
that the area was occupied in 1132 Kanni ( 1956 September , 
October ) , cannot be accepted . I do not accept the claim . 
T. S. No. 159. 

According to the statement 1 acre was occupied in 1132 
Vrischikam and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
were examined, including the party, and their evidence is sub 
stantially consistent. The party has no other land and it is 
stated that he bona fide occupied the land . There is no reason 
to reject this claim and it is allowed . 
T. S. No. 160 . 

An extent of 4 acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party , and their evi 
dence is substantially consistent. The witnesses and the party 
belong to different communities. PWS- 1 and 2 are near the 
site . The party has no other property and it is stated that 


29 


the occupation was bonafide under the belief that the land 
would be given to him . There is no reason to reject the evi 
dence and I accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 161. 

According to the statement 2 acres was occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Three witnesses 
were examined , including the party , and their evidence is subs 
tantially consistent. The party has no other property, and it 
is stated that the occupation was bonafide. The claim is 
accepted . 
T. S. No. 162 . 

In the statement it is alleged that the occupation was in 
1132 Chingom , that about 12 an acre was occupied and that 
the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 states that an extent 
of 2 acres was occupied . The party (PW -3 ) states that even 
his statement was written by one of his witnesses . He is a 
standing customer of PW -2 , who has a shop . He has other 
lands . The evidence is interested and not quite consistent and 
therefore I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 163. 

It is stated that in 1132 Chingom 2 acres was occupied 
and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Besides the party ( W 
2 ) 1 witness was examined . He resides 3 miles away from 
the alleged site and states that there is no particular reason 
for remembering that the entry was in 1132 Chingom and the 
eviction in 1133 Chingom . The party has 34 acre of land in 
Kunthalampara and the witness resides about 12 a mile from 
that place . PW - 2 says that there are neighbours, but no such 
person was examined . What is shown as the Southern boun 
dary in the statement is mentioned by PW - 2 as the Northern 
boundary . According to PW2, throughout the period of his 
occupation , there was a watching shed ; and still he says that 
absolutely no crops could be harvested . Horse - gram was sown , 
according to PW - 2, immediately after his trespass. It is a 
crop which can be gathered after 3 or 4 months. I do not 
accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 164. 

According to the statement, about 5 acres was occupied 
in 1132 Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Two 
witnesses and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PWS- 1 and 
2 reside 2 miles away from the alleged site . It is stated that 
there are neighbours. No neighbour was examined . PW - 1 is 
a coolie residing near the residence of the party s brother and 
he says that the party s brother , Kunjukutty , asked him to 
take plantains and therefore he went to the place in 1132 
Kumbham . PW - 2 is the party s brother-in -law . PWS-1 and 
2 state , that within the boundaries cut by the party, there was 
an extent of 10 acres. In the statement it is 5 acres and the 
evidence of PW - 3 is that he cleared 2 acres . 

I do not accept 
this claim . 
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T. S. No. 165 . 

According to the statement, 50 cents was occupied in 
December 1956 and the eviction was in August 1957. PWS- 1 , 
2 and 3 belong to the same place , Manimala , and were friends 
even before coming over to this side . The party says that he 
does not know the years or months according to the Christian 
Calendar (English ). PWS- 1 and 3 say that the encroachment 
was in 1132 Dhanu and PW - 2 says that it was in 1132 
Vrischikam . According to PW - 1 the improvements were all 
destroyed by wild fire. PW - 3 says that the Forest Officials 
uprooted and destroyed the improvements . There are said to 
be neighbours , but no such person was examined . I do not 
accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 166 . 

It is stated that 14 an acre was occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction was in 1133 Kanni. The boundaries and the 
various crops raised are all mentioned in the statement. Two 
witnesses were examined, besides the party. Their evidence 
is quite consistent. PW - 2 even belongs to a different com 
munity. I do not find any reason to discredit the evidence . 
This claim is allowed . 
T. S. No, 168. 

According to the statement 2 acres was occupied in 
September 1950 and the eviction was in 1957 August. One 
witness was examined, besides the party (PW - 2 ) . Three of 
the boundaries mentioned by PW - 1 do not tally with the boun 
daries mentioned in the statement. The evidence is that the 
trespass was in 1132 and PW - 2 says that he cleared 2 acres . 
It is not possible to accept this evidence. The claim is there 
fore disallowed . 
T. S. No. 169. 

The party filed a statement, but did not adduce, any evi 
dence . The claim is rejected . 
T. S. No. 170. 

According to the statement the trespass was in 1132 
Dhanu , the area occupied was 31/2 acres and eviction was in 
1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were 
examined . PW - 1 says that he resides 12 a mile from the 
alleged site and PW - 2 says that he resides 1 mile away. Accord 
ing to PW - 1, he went to the site to call the party , who is a cart 
man . But he did not know that the party was a cart-man 
before the alleged encroachment. PW -2 says that though the 
party was not previously known to him , he went to the site 
several times to cut grass , all the way from his distant resi 
dence . The evidence is unimpressive. I do not accept this 
claim . 
T. S. No. 172 . 

According to the statement, 5 acres was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW -1 says that he resides 
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3 miles away from the alleged site, that he went there only 
on one day, in Meenam , to work for paddy sowing and that 
tapioca was planted after paddy was sown. According to 
PW -2 , tapioca was planted in Thulam , that subsequently paddy 
was sown in Meenam , and PW - 1 had gone there several times 
to do work . The evidence regarding the extent is also vague. 
PWs- 1 and 2 are persons who go together for coolie-work . 
I am not impressed with the evidence and I do not accept this 
claim . 
T. S. No. 173. 

It is stated that in 1132 Chingom he occupied one acre and 
he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Only the party was exa 
mined and no other witness was examined. In the statement, 
the locality is stated as Thovala . PW - 1 states that the site 
is in Vellayamkudy, 3 miles away from Thovala . The North 
and South boundaries stated in the statement are interchanged 
in the evidence. I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 175. 

According to the statement, 1 acre was occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom , PW -1 and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . Both belong to the same caste . 
ÞW - 1 says that the party came from his place and was resid 
ing as a neighbour of his . No other alleged neighbour is 
examined. PW - 1 was a witness in another case, in which the 
area is said to be 1 furlong away from the area in this case. 
It is siad that there are trespassers adjacent to the road. 
PW - 1 does not remember any one of them . He states that in 
the month of trespass, Dhanu, horse- gram and peas were 
sown . 

PW -2 says tapioca and paddy were cultivated . Accord 
ing to the party he was not able to take any crop, though 
PW - 1 would say that short term crops like horse -gram and 
peas were raised . I do not accept this case . 
T. S. No. 181. 

According to the statement 12 an acre was occupied in 
1132 Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PWs-1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . According to 
the evidence PW - 1 resides 142 miles and PW -2 , 2 miles away 
from the alleged site. PW - 3 is now residing with PW - 1 . PW - 1 
does not know where the party was residing before the alleged 
trespass. Still he would say that he went to the site to claim 
repayment of a loan given by him to the party . PW - 2 does 
not even know the locality in which the alleged trespass took 
place. The evidence is vague and unsatisfactory and I do not 
accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 191. 

In the statement about 3 acres is said to have been occu 
pied in 1132 Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 
Chingom . One witness and the party were examined. The 
extent shown in the list Ext. D - 4 ( A ) is 25 cents. PWs- 1 and 
2 are new neighbours and the party works as the coolie ! of 
PW - 1. There are, according to the evidence, neighbours who 
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have not been examined . PW - 1 says that peppervines and 
jack plants were planted. But according to PW - 2, for want 
of money , he did not plant peppervines or jack plants . The 
evidence of PW -1 is that PW -2 was residing in another extent 
of 6.cents with his wife and used to stay both in the said 6 
cents and the alleged site occupied . PW -2 . says , that after 
trespass, he continuously resided there itself. I do not accept 
this claim . - 
T. S. No. 192 . 

According to the statement 5 acres was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 states that an 
extent of 5 acres was cleared , whereas the party deposes that 
only 25 cents; was cleared . For one year before the alleged 
trespass and also after the eviction the party resided with 
PW - 1. One of the neighbours is said to be Pw - 1 s brother. 
PW - 1 does not know the boundaries of the area said to have 
been occupied by his own brother. PW -2 , the party , deposes 
that the area claimed by him is at the end of Ooppukandam 
and that that is 212 miles away from Kochuthovala . Accord 
ing to the statement and the evidence of PW - 1 the occupied 
area is in Kochuthovala . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 236 . 

According to the statement 34 acre was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . The extent 
given in the list, Ext. D - 4 ( A ) , is 10 cents. Only the party 
was examined on his side and according to his evidence the 
total period of occupation was only 6 months. I am unable 
to accept this claim . 


ΚΑΤΤΑΡΡΑΝΑ 
T. S. No. 1 . 

An extent of one acre is , claimed to have been occupied 
in 1132 Kanni. The eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
Two witnesses and the party were examined . The written 
statement signed by the Forest Ranger was filed after the 
evidence was fully recorded in the case . As per the said 
written statement this case is conceded . The claim is upheld . 
T. S. No. 3 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 January 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. Four witnesses 
were examined, the party being PW - 4 . PW -3 is a common 
witness for all these cases and he does not give any particular 
evidence regarding this case . PW - 1, who was examined in 
September 1958, states that the trespass was after the Christ 
mas before the last Christmas. If this evidence is correct the 
trespass must be after 25th December 1956. According to 
the statement filed , it was in 1956 January. PW - 1 does not 
know whether boundary marks were cut, whereas according 
to PW - 2 such marks were cut. PW - 1 says that at the time 
of eviction , improvements effected such as coffee plants and 
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pepper vines were only 3 or 4 months old . PW -2 is not a 
neighbour and according to the evidence there are neighbours. 
PW -4 , as already stated , is the party . The evidence is incon 
sistent and I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 4 : 

According to the statement 50 cents was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the party was evicted in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3) were examined. PW - 1 says that 
the entry was in 1132 Chingom and eviction in 1133 Chingom , 
but says that he got married 2 years ago and cannot remember 
the year in which he was married . The alleged occupation 
was a little away from the road, leaving some forest between 
the road and the site , so that the forest officials may not see 
the occupation . From this, the inference is that a person 
standing on the road cannot see the cleared area, owing to the 
obstruction to the view of the intervening forest . But PW - 1 
says that standing on the road he saw the clearing work . 
PW - 2 is said to be living on the other side of the road and he 
says that standing in his own place he saw the trespass . The 
party now lives with PW -2. The party is almost blind since 
a long time. I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 5 . 

Half an acre is said to have been accupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Ore witness 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW -1 says that the 
trespass was in 1132 Chingom . PW - 2 says that it was in 
1132 Kanni and according to the statement it was in 1132 
Thulam . The boundaries of the site as spoken to by the wit 
nesses do not tally with the boundaries as alleged in the state 
ment. PW -2 says that he cleared 2 acres. I am unable to 
accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 6 . 

According to the statement, 25 cents was occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . The necessary 
particulars regarding the various crops raised , the boundaries 
etc., are given in the statement._Two witnesses were examined , 
including the party (PW - 2 ) . The evidence is consistent and 
convincing. The party has no other property and the occu 
pation was bona fide. The claim has to be allowed. 
T. S. No. 7. 

Twenty - five cents is claimed to have been occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party (PW - 3) . They 
have given substantially consistent evidence, in conformity 
with the various particulars given in the statement. It may 
be noted that PW - 1 said in his examination -in -chief that the 
party entered in 1131 Chingom . It is obvious that this is a 
slip of the tongue, because it is elicited in his cross- examination 
that he himself came to this locality in 1131 Kumbham and 
the party trespassed in the following Chingom . This case has 
to be upheld . 

G. 1756 
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T. S. No. 16 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1131 Makaram 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Three wit 
nesses were examined , including the party ( PW - 3) . PW -1 is 
the father - in - law of the party s elder brother, Mathai, who has → 
a property of his own. PW - 2 is a neighbour of the said 
Mathai. PWS- 1 and 2 say that Mathai and this party together 
cleared the area . PW - 2 states that he went there because 
Mathai called him . According to PW - 3 he came from his native 
place to see his brother, Mathai, and as others were trespassing , 
he too trespassed . According to PW -2 Mathai s residence is 
12 a mile from the site . But PW - 3 would say that it is only 
75 ft. away . The suggestion in the cross-examination is that 
PW - 3 really resides in his own native place and that Mathai, 
who has another property and is not in a position to establish 
his bona fides, is putting forward this party to make this land 
his own. I am not satisfied with the evidence. This claim 
is to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 69. 

The trespass is said to be in 1131 Kumbham in respect 
of 12 an acre and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
According to the statement filed, the site occupied is in 
Kattappana . PWS-1 to 3 state that the property trespassed 
upon is in Valiyakandam which is 1/2 a mile away from 
Kattappana . PW - 3 is the party and he says that at present 
there is no coffee plant or pepper vine in the property . Accord 
ing to PW - 1 even now pepper vines can be seen about a span 
above the forest growth . I do not accept this claim . 
T. S. No. 132 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. The relevant parti 
culars are all given in the statement. Two witnesses and the 
party were examined , and they have given consistent evidence, 
which I find no reason to reject. This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 139. 

In the statement filed , the trespass and eviction are said 
to be respectively in August 1956 and August 1957. The 
extent is not mentioned in the statement. One witness and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 was asked by the 
party to give evidence on the day on which he was examined , 
and the witness schedule was filed . PW - 2 says that for 16 
years he has been conducting a Pharmacy and doing Ayurvedic 
treatment and that the Pharmacy is near the alleged site 
occupied . PW - 1 says that before the trespass there was no 
Pharmacy and that PW -2 was not treating as a Physician . 
According to PW - 2 his wife also had trespassed upon another 
piece of land, whereas according to PW - 1 she had not tres 
passed. I am not impressed with the evidence and this claim 
cannot be accepted , 
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T.S. No. 140. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 
were examined . According to PW -1 at first in Kanni tapioca 
was planted , in Meenam paddy was sown, and before harvest 
the party was evicted . PW -2 (the Party ) states that tapioca 
was planted in Kumbham , that paddy was sown in Makaram 
and that the crops were all destroyed by wild fire . PWS- 1 
and 2 reside in a place belonging to one Mattappally . The 
evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 145. 

Two and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 
1956 August and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW -1 resides 
2 miles away from the alleged site . He does not remember 
the month . At present the party is residing as his neighbour 
and they are friends. According to the evidence, there are 
very many persons residing near the alleged site, and they 
have not been examined . The party (PW -2 ) does not seem 
to have any proper understanding of things. He says that 
he came to this locality in the month of Kanni 1131 
which he says was 4 or 5 years ago . The evidence is unsatis 
factory and this claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 146 . 

According to the statement, 1 acre was occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Three witnesses 
were examined , including the party (PW - 3) . PWS- 1 and 2 
state that they reside near the party s paternal uncle s house , 
where the party now resides . These witnesses are friends of 
the said uncle. PW - 2 says that he lives 1 mile away. Accordi 
ing to PW - 1 he sees the trespass for the first time in 1132 
Medam . PW -3 says that PWs- 1 and 2 also worked along with 
him for 3 or 4 days for clearing this site. But PW - 2 would say 
that he did not work there for clearing forest. The evidence 
is unsatisfactory and this claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 147. 
.. It is stated in the statement filed , that 2 acres was occupied 
in 1956 August and that the eviction was in 1957 August. 
PW - 1 and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 does not 
know in which month the trespass or the eviction took place. 
He does not know the boundaries. He says that pepper vines, 
tapioca, paddy and plantains were cultivated . PW - 2 says that 
pepper vines or coffee plants were not cultivated . PW - 1 said 
that his wages for the day on which he was examined would 
be paid by this party and one Panikar. Probably that Panikar 
is also a party. The evidence is very unsatisfactory and the 
claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 148. 

According to the statement, about 2 acres was occupied 
in 1956 August and the eviction was in 1957 August. Only 
the party was examined , and though sufficient opportunity 


was given , the party did not subsequently turn up or produce 
any witness. Even the boundaries stated by PW.1, the party, 
do not agree with the boundaries as mentioned in the state 
men filed. The party deposed that altogether he resided there 
only for 3 months, that the house was put up in August and 
it was immediately demolished . This claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 183 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . The particulars 
are all given in the statement. Two witnesses and the party 
( PW - 3) were examined , and they have given consistent evi 
dence, which I find no reason to reject. This claim has to be 
allowed . 
T. S. No, 190 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWs- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined. The necessary parti 
culars are all given in the statement. The evidence is sub 
stantially consistent and I find no reason to reject it. The 
party swears that he has absolutely no other land or means 
of livelihood and therefore entered possession . This claim 
has to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 193. 

According to the statement filed , 1 acre of land was occu 
pied in 1132 Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . 
I wo witnesses and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined. PWS-1 
and 2 says that they reside 2 miles away from the alleged 
site . According to them they went there only once . PW - 1 
says, he went there in 1132 Karkadakam . At one stage PW -2 
says that his visit was in 1132 Mithunam and at another stage 
he says it was in 1133 Mithunam . PW -2 states that the party 
resided alone in a shed in the site , whereas the allegation in 
the statement as also the evidence of PW - 3 is that he resided 
there with his family . All the 3 witnesses said that the 
site occupied was in Nathukallu . According to the statement 
filed , it was in Kattappana . I do not accept the evidence and 
this claim has to be rejected . 

VALLAKADAVU 
T. S. No. 224. 

Twenty- five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Vrischikam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. The 
boundaries, the various crops raised , and the other particulars 
are given in the statement. The party examined himself and 
another witness . Except for a small mistake in the evidence 
of PW - 1, in other respects , the evidence is substantially con 
sistent and convincing. The mistake committed by the wit 
ness is that he mentioned the extent as 12 an acre instead of 25 
cents. But it is clear from the evidence of PW -2 , the party , 
that there is still more area to be cleared within the boundary 
marks cut by him . The party has no other property and his 
occupation was bona fide. This claim has to be allowed . 
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T. S. No. 285. 

Twenty -five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . Except for the mis 
take of PW - 1 saying that the extent is 1/2 an acre , in other 
respects, the evidence is co -gent and convincing. According 
to the evidence of PW - 2 , within the boundaries cut by him , 
there is still an area of 14 acre to be cleared. In view of this , 
the mistake is not very material. The party has no other 
property and it is stated that he entered 

Side . This 
claim has to be upheld . 
T. S. No, 226 . 

According to the statement, 50 cents was occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Three witnesses 
were examined , including the party (PW -3 ) . The contention 
is that the occupation was by one deceased Chacko Varki. 
The claim is now made by his son and heir . The widow and 
children of Chacko Varki are now dependants of PW - 1 who 
owns 10 acres. PWS- 1 and 2 are neighbours and both reside 
34 mile away from the alleged site . According to the evidence, 
there are very many persons residing near the site. Both 
PWS- 1 and 2 interchanged the Eastern and Western boun 
daries mentioned in the statement. PW - 3 says that coffee 
plants and peppervines were planted in Edavam -Midhunam . 
PW -2 says that he saw coffee plants and peppervines in Maka 
ram . 

I do not accept the evidence and this claim has to be 
rejected . 
T.S. No. 227. 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
were examined . PW - 1, the party , states that he occupied in 
1130 Chingom and cleared 112 acres . He does not know who 
were the occupants on his southern and western sides and 
according to him that was why those boundaries were not 
mentioned in the statement. PW - 2 also says that 142 acres 
was cleared . According to him , the boundaries on the south 
and west are waste lands. Be it noted that the evidence of 
PW - 1 would suggest that there were occupants on the south 
and west I am not able to accept the evidence in this case. 
This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No, 228 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . One witness and the 
party (PW - 2) were examined and they give substantially con 
sistent evidence. PW - 1 is a Christian and PW - 2 is a Hindu 
Pulaya . The party has no other property, and he swears 
that believing that he would be given this land he trespassed . 
This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 229 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses and 
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the party (PW -3 ) were examined . Their evidence is substan 
tially consistent and I find no reason to reject it. The party 
has no other property and it is stated that his encroachment 
was bona fide. This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 230 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Vris 
chikam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. Two 
witnesses and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 3 is 
residing in one Devasia s property and he is his coolie . PW -2 
is also a coolie . But he says that he has not worked as 
Devasia s coolie . PW - 1 is also a coolie of Devasia. PW - 3 
says at first, that he was evicted in Vrischikam and then 
corrects himself and says it was in Kanni. He then said that 
he was evicted 3 months before his examination as a witness, 
which was on 21-1-1959. He made a similar confusion regard 
ing the year of trespass also , by mentioning both 1122 and 
1132 . He said that 2 months after he trespassed horse- gram 
was cultivated . But nothing was got. He then said that he 
cultivated horse -gram in Karkadakam . : The first act of 
cultivation was the cultivation of horse-gram . In his re- exa 
mination he said that the cultivation of horse-gram was not in 
Karkadakam and that he cultivated paddy in the month of 
Meenam . The evidence in the case is very unsatisfactory and 
this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 231. 

Though a statement was filed no evidence was adduced . 
This claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 232 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The evidence is highly 
artificial. PW - 1 says that standing on the road for about one 
hour he witnessed the actual trespass and similarly standing 
on that road he saw the actual eviction . He says that the 
party, his son and several others together did the clearing 
work . The party also says that some persons not even known 
to him joined in the clearing work freely and without any 
remuneration . This claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 233. 

A statement was filed , but no evidence was adduced . This 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 238 . 

It is stated that 25 cents was occupied in 1132 Vrischi 
kam and he was evicted in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses and 
the party (PW - 3 ) were examined. PWS- 1 and 2 reside one 
mile away from the alleged site. PW - 1 says that he does not 
know the trespassers , who occupied the area adjacent to the 
site occupied by this party: PW -1 says that the house put 
up by the party faced north , while PW -2 says that it faced 
south. The extent, according to PW - 3 and in the statement, 
is 25 cents. But according to PWs-1 and 2 it is 50 cents. 
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The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim 

to be 
rejected . 
T. S. No. 239. 

It is alleged that 15 cents was occupied in 1132 Vrischikam 
and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . One witness and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The native place of PWS- 1 and 
2 is the same. They go together for coolie work and they 
reside near each other. According to PW -2 the house in the 
site was put up after the stay order. He says that immediately 
after trespass the house was put up . In his re -examination 
he says that 2 or 3 days after the house was put up, he heard 
that there was the stay order . Now , the stay order was in 
April 1957 and it is clear that the case put forward of on occu 
pation in Vrischikam is false. The claim is rejected . 
T. S. No. 366 . 

It is alleged that 1/2 an acre was occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction was towards the end of that year . The boun 
daries are not stated in the statement. One witness and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the trespass 
was in the month of Midhunam in the year 1956 and that he 
saw the party residing there in Karkadakam . This evidence 
conflicts with the allegation in the statement. The boun 
daries as stated by the 2 witnesses do not tally. The evidence 
is very unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 367. 

Three- fourth of an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two 
witnesses and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW -1 does 
not mention the boundaries . He says that he lives 112 furlongs 
away. According to PW - 2 , the residence of PW - 1 is 2 miles 
away . PW - 1 says that the party s brother -in -law died 2 years 
ago, whereas PW - 2 says that he saw that brother -in - law 6 
months ago . In cross-examination PW - 3 says that he came 
in 1131 Vrischikam and cleared this area in 2 or 3 days. The 
evidence is very unsatisfactory and this claim has to be 
rejected . 

THOVARAYAR 
T. S. No. 237. 

According to the statement, an extent of 3 acres was 
occupied in 1956 June and the eviction was in 1957 August. 
PWS- 1 and 2 and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives 
1 mile away from the alleged site . PW - 3 now lives in the house 
of PW - 2 and the residence of PW1 is near that place . PW - 2 
admits that PW - 3 is his permanent labourer and his dependant 
and that before the alleged trespass and after eviction PW - 3 
was residing in his place . Not only is his evidence vague, 
but he is also said to have given financial help to PW - 3 . PW - 1 
is said to have gone there only once. The extent noted in the 
list, Ext. D4 ( A ) is 10 cents. I am not impressed with the 
evidence. This claim cannot be allowed . 
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T. S. No. 240 . 

According to the statement, 2 acres was occupied in 1956 
June, and the eviction was in 1957 June. Two witnesses and 
the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . All the 3 witnesses men 
tioned 3 of the boundaries differently from what is stated in 
the statement . PW - 3 does not know the English months . 
Still he would say that the trespass and eviction were res 
pectively in 1956 June and 1957 August. The evidence is 
unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 

VELLAYANKANDAM 
T. S. No. 89 . 

According to the statement, 1 acre was occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and 
the party ( PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 does not know the 
boundaries and he resides 142 miles away from the alleged 
site. The party is a teacher and he says that he went and did 
the clearing work on Saturdays and Sundays . The extent 
given in Ext. D4 ( A ) is 10 cents. The evidence is unsatis 
factory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 91. 

According to the statement, 2 acres was occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . The party 
was examined as PW - 1 and another witness as PW - 2 . The 
residence of PW -2 is 2 miles away from the alleged site . He 
says that he worked for 20 to 25 days in Vrischikam , for the 
party. One fails to see why for such a long period he should 
work in Vrischikam , if the occupation was in Thulam . The 
work done by PW - 2 was not for payment of wages, but on 
the understanding that the party would in turn work for him 
for an equal period. This system of labour repaid by labour , 
is called here as Mattal . ÞW - 1 says that he worked as 
‘Mattal for PW -2 in 1133 Chingom , while PW -2 says that 
PW - 1 worked in 1132 Medam . The evidence is unconvincing 
and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 100. 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam , 
the eviction being in 1133 Chingom . No disinterested evidence 
was adduced , and the party alone was examined . In Ext. 
D4 ( A ) the extent mentioned is 5 cents. This claim cannot 
be allowed . 
T. S. No. 102 . 

One acre was occupied in 1131 Mithunam and the eviction 
was in 1133 Chingom . The party and one witness were exa 
mined . The evidence is substantially consistent and I find no 
reason to reject it . This claim has to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 104. 

According to the statement, 5 cents was occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Two wit 
nesses and the party (PW - 3 ). were examined . PW -1 says 
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that for 7 years the party was residing with his wife in one 
Prabhakaran s place. PW - 3 says that he came to this locality 
from his native place only in 1954. He could not therefore 
have been residing in this locality for 7 years with his wife . 
PW - 1 states that the party s wife was residing in Prabhakaran s 
place and not in the house put up in the allegad site . PW - 3 
says that he was living with his wife in the house in the 
alleged site. The evidence of PW - 2 is vague and lacking in 
particulars. This claim cannot be allowed . 
T. S. No. 152. 

The trespass is said to be in 1132 Chingam over an extent 
of one acre and the eviction in 1133 Chingam . PW - 1 and the 

party (PW - 2 ) were examined . According to PW - 1, immedi 
-ately after trespass, in 1132 Chingam , the party resided there 
and he was evicted in 1133 Chingam . But according to PW - 2 , 
altogether he resided in the alleged site, where he had a Phar 
macy also , only for 2 or 3 months. If the total period of 
residence is only about 3 months the trespass could not be in 
1132 Chingam , because the eviction was in 1133 Chingam . 
This claim cannot be allowed.. 
T. S. No. 189 . 

A statement was filed, but no evidence was adduced . This 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 195 . 

According to the statement, 10 cents was occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingam . There wit 
nesses were examined , including the party (PW - 3 ) . Accord 
ing to the evidence , near the alleged site very many persons 
are residing. PWs- 1 and 2 reside 112 miles away from the 
alleged site. PWS-1 and 2 say that paddy was cultivated . 
Among the various crops cultivated , paddy is not mentioned 
in the statement filed or in the evidence of PW - 3 . PW - 1 s 
brother is said to be a trespasser in Vellayankandam . PW - 1 
does not know the extent of his brother s occupation, but says 
that this party occupied 10 to 15 cents, of which a moiety 
was paramba and the rest paddy land. Before the alleged 
trespass and after the eviction PW - 3 resided with his brother 
near the house of PW - 2 . Though the extent mentioned in the 
statement is 10 cents , PW - 3 says it is 15 cents . The evidence 
is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 

THOPPIPPALA 
T. S. No. 244. 

According to the statement an extent of 5 acres was occu 
pied in 1956 November and the eviction was in 1957 Septem 
ber . PWS- 1 and 2 and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . 
PWs- 1 to 3 say that the house put up was not dismantled. It 
is mentioned in the statement that the house was put up in 
1957 April PW -2 says that immediately after entry , the 
house was put up. According to PW -2 the extent cleared was 
only 3/4 acre. Possibly, a trespass was made much later than 
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alleged in the statement, and after 26-4-1957. PW - 1 says that 
the northern boundary is the site occupied by Karukappally 
Skaria , whereas according to the statement it is the site occu 
pied by Varki. The evidence is very unsatisfactory and this 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 247 . 

According to the statement, 2 acres was occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction was in 1133 Thulam . Three witnesses 
were examined , including the party ( PW - 3 ) . The native place 
of PWS- 1 and 3 is the same and there they were neighbours. 
PW - 2 says that the eviction was in 1957 November. PWs- 1 
and 2 state that immediately after trespass, horse -gram was 
cultivated and that horse- gram crop can be harvested in 4 or 5 
months. PW - 3 also says that horse - gram was cultivated in 
1132 Kanni. It is the evidence that before the crops became 
ripe the party was evicted . It is also stated by PWS- 1 and 2 
that the entry or occupation was 6 months before the eviction . 
Three boundaries are mentioned in the statement. The 
boundaries spoken to by PWS- 1 and 2 do not tally with the 
boundaries in the statement. The evidence is unsatisfactory 
and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 248 . 

According to the statement, 5 acres was occupied in 1955 
February and the eviction was in 1957 November. It is alleg 
ed that there was a survey in 1957 January -February for giv 
ing lands to occupants and this land. was not then included 
within the boundaries of the area to be given . The party and 
2 witnesses were examined . There is no material discrepancy . 
The evidence is substantially consistent, and I find no reason 
to reject it. This claim has to be accepted . 
T. S. No. 249. 

In the statement the trespass said to be in 1956 October 
and the eviction in 1957 September . The extent is not 
mentioned. PW - 1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examin 
ed . According to PW - 1 the extent is 112 acres and according 
to PW - 2 it is 1 acre . PW - 3 does not mention the extent. 
PW - 1 says that 5 or 6 months after the entry, the party was 
evicted . According to PW -3 the eviction was in 1957 Novem 
ber . Compared with the averments in the statement PW - 1 
states two boundaries wrongly and does not know the third 
boundary . The party was residing with PW - 1 before the al 
leged trespass . He does not know the boundaries and his 
evidence is vague. PW -3 says that he trespassed thrice and 
was evicted thrice. The evidence is very unsatisfactory and 
this claim , has to be disallowed. 
T. S. No. 254 . 

According to the statement, one acre was occupied in 1132 
Vrischikam and the eviction was in 1133 Kanni. PWs- 1 and 2 
and the party ( PW -3 ) were examined . Even in his examina 
tion - in - chief PW - 1 says that the eviction was only 3 months 
before his examination and that he saw this occupation first 
in 1133 Medam . The name of the party is Joseph and his 
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father s name is Varki. PW - 1 mentions the name of the party 
as Varki. The party says that he married 3 years ago, but 
he cannot remember in which year it was. I am not impressed 
with the evidence. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 259. 

One and a half acres was occupied in 1132 Kanni and the 
eviction was in 1133 Kanni. The particulars are all given in 
the statement regarding the crops, the boundaries, etc. Two 
witnesses were examined including the party (PW -2 ) . The 
evidence is consistent and there is no reason to reject it . This 
party has no other land and it is stated that the occupation 
was bona fide. This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 260 . 

One acre was occupied in 1132 Kanni and the eviction 
was in 1133 Kanni. Particulars of the crops raised , bounda 
ries , etc., are mentioned in the statement. PW - 1, a Hindu and 
PW -2 , a Chirstian (the party ) were examined . The evidence 
is consistent and there is no reason to reject it. PW - 2 swears 
that he has no other land and, believing that this land would 
be allotted to him , he occupied it bona fide. This claim has to 
be allowed . 
T. S. No. 261. 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1132 Thulam and 1133 Thulam . The extent is not mentioned 
in the statement. PWS- 1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were 
examined . PW - 1 says that immediately after trespass a house 
was put up and tapioca was planted . He says that tapioca , 
which can be taken for consumption after 6 months, was plant 
ed , but the party did not take any crops from the property . 
If this is so, the party could not have been in occupation for 
even 6 months. PW - i resides 1 mile away from the alleged 
site . According to PW -2 , the tapioca planted required about 
10 months to become completely ripe for gathering. But it 
could be taken after 8 months for doniestic consumption. PW - 2 
also says that the party did not get any tapioca . According 
to PW -3 tapioca was planted in Dhanu and he was able to take 
some. He says that the eviction was in 1133 Chingam , where 
as according to the statement it was in 1133 Thulam . He 
admits that it was one Ayyappan Nair , a committee member , 
who wrote his statement. The evidence is unacceptable and 
this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 262. 

According to the statement, he trespassed in 1132 Vrischi 
kam , put up a house in 1132 Meenam or Medam and was 
evicted in 1133 Kanni. No extent is mentioned in the state 
ment. PW - 1 and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The 
boundaries stated by PWS-1 and 2 do not tally with the 
boundaries mentioned in the statement. PW - 1 says that 114 
acres was cleared , that the house was put up before Meenan 
and that the party resided in Medam and Edavam . These 
do not tally with the allegations in the statement. PW - 1 


resides 112 miles away and , according to the evidence, there 
are persons near the site . They have not been examined . 
PWS- 1 and 2 were co -labourers in one Kurian Company. PW - 2 
says that the area was cleared in 1132 Thulam and that the 
clearing work was completed in Vrischikam -Dhanu . The aver 
ment in the statement is that the clearing work was in Meenam 
Medam . The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to 
be rejected . 
T. S. No. 264 . 

According to the statement, one acre was occupied in 1132 
Chingam and the eviction was in 1133 Chingam . PW - 1 and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . They are friends since 10 
years . BW - 1 says that he went to the site only once, that 
it was for demanding repayment of a loan of Rs. 15 and that 
the repayment was not made. He says at one stage that he 
went in Chingam and at another stage that it was in Thulam . 
PW - 2 says that he had , within the boundaries cut by him , 3 
acres and that he cleared 2 acres . In the statement only one 
acre is claimed . The committee gave a larger extent in Ext. 
D4 ( A ) . The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has 
to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 268. 

About one acre was occupied in 1132 Kanni and the evic 
tion was in 1133 Kanni. The particulars relating to the crops 
raised , boundaries etc., are mentioned in the statement. Two 
witnesses were examined , including the party (PW - 2 ) . Their 
evidence is substantially consistent and I find no reason to 
reject it. The party has no other land or place to reside. 
This claim has to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 276 . 

According to the statement, 4 acres was occupied in 1956 
November , the house in that site was put up in 1957 February 
and he was evicted in 1957 September. PWS- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the party is 
entitled to another property and that he has worked as a coolie 
for the party in that other property . According to him , the 
party alone resided in a watching shed in this site and his 
wife did not live there . PW - 2 says that the trespass was in 
1132 Kanni whereas in the statement it is said to be in 1956 
November. According to PW -2 , a house was put up and the 
party and his wife were living in this site . He mentions one 
of the boundaries wrongly when compared with the boundaries 
mentioned in the statement. He lives 112 miles away from 
the alleged site and before the alleged trespass and after evic 
tion , the party was residing near this witnesse s house. PW -3 , 
the party, says that he showed one acre to the committee , chat 
they wrote 112 acres and that he would be satisfied with one 
acre. The evidence is unacceptable and this claim cannot be 
accepted . 
T. S. No. 277. 

A statement was filed , but no evidence was adduced . The 
claim is rejected . 


T. S. No. 278 . 

According to the statement, the trespass was in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction in 1133 Thulam . The extent is not 
mentioned . One witness and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . 
PW - 1 says that the area occupied was 1/2 or 34 acre , while 
PW -2 says that it was one acre. PW -2 says that he entered 
in Thulam , while PW - 1 says that the entry was in Vrischikam . 
PWs- 1 and 2 now reside in Mattukatta , 21/2 miles away from 
the alleged site. No neighbour was examined . This claim 
cannot be accepted . 
T. S. Nos, 281, 282, 283 . 

In No. 281, PWS-1 and 2 and the party (PW -3 ) were 
examined . In 282 and 283 the respective parties were examin 
ed . PWs- 1 and 2 in 281 were treated as witnesses common 
to all these 3 cases. In the statements filed in all the 3 cases 
it is stated that each of these trespassers entered on the pro 
perty in 1132 Thulam and was evicted in 1133 Thulam . 
According to the statements the area occupied by the party in 
281 is one acre , by the party in 282 one acre, and by the party 
in 283, fifty cents. PW - 1 in 281 resides in Mattukatta , 3 miles 
away from the encroached area. Both before the alleged tres 
pass and after eviction the parties in these 3 cases were living 
in Mattukatta , and working for PW - 1 as labourers. The party 
in 282 is a paid servant of PW - 1. It is stated by PW - 1" that 
he first went to the alleged site in 1132 Edavam , on invitation 
by these parties to see if he could also trespass on some pro 
perty . According to the evidence of the parties and PW - 1 , 
3 acres was cleared by these 3 parties together and they all 
lived together in a house which was put up there. It is their 
evidence that the wives of these 3 parties were also living in 
that house. PW -2 , who is said to be the occupant of an area 
adjacent to this site , says that he used to go to the house of 
these parties frequently and only one woman was living there . 
PW - 1 mentions only the western boundary and that does not 
tally with the western boundary mentioned in the statements . 
In their evidence PW -2 and the 3 parties interchanged the 
boundaries mentioned in the statements. The evidence is very 
unsatisfactory and these 3 claims have to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 305. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Three witnes 
ses were examined , including the party (PW - 3 ) . All these 
3 witnesses mentioned the boundaries wrongly when compared 
with the boundaries mentioned in the statement. PW - 2 lives 
one mile away from the alleged site and PW -1 is also not a 
neighbour . There are said to be neighbours, but none has 
been examined . The claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 315 . 

* In the statement, two acres is said to have been uccupied 
in 1956 February and the eviction is said to be in July of the 
same year. PW -1 and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . 
Their evidence is that the eviction was in July 1957. PW - 1 
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says that altogether PW - 2 was in possession for only 3 or 4 
months. He further says that even at the time PW -2 entered 
on the land, the Forest Department Officials objected . Ext. 
P - 1 is a notice issued by the First Class Magistrate, Devikulam , 
to this party, who was the accused in C. C. No. 103 of 1958 , 
to appear on 30-7-1958 . This notice considered along with the 
evidence of PW - 1 regarding the interference by the Forest 
Officials shows that the trespassmust have been after 26-4-1957. 
It is also stated by PWS- 1 and 2 that when the basement for 
the house was . cut and poles were brought, the party was 
evicted . He did not even get time to put up the house . - I find 
that this attempted trespass was after 26-4-1957. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 816 . 

- According to the statement, 5 cents was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and 
the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PWs- 1 and 2 are Pulaya 
converts. They have been friends for 8 years and belong to 
the same place. According to PWs- 1 and 2 the area occupied 
was 1 acre, while in the statement it is only 5 cents. No 
neighbour was examined . This claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 317. 

It is alleged in the statement that 1 acre was occupied in 
1956 February . When the eviction was , is not stated. PW - 1 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined. PW - 1 says that the 
trespass was in the middle of 1955, that 3 acres was cleared , 
that the eviction was in 1956 June and that thereafter the party 
did not trespass. The extent, according to PW - 1 is 3 acres, 
according to PW - 2 one and a half acres, in the statement one 
acre and in Ext. D4 ( A ) 4 cents . The evidence is very un 
satisfactory and this claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 318 . 

One acre was occupied in 1956 January and the eviction 
was in June of the same year. The party and 2 witnesses 
were examined . Their evidence is consistent. The occupation 
is said to be bona fide. This claim has to be accepted . 
T. S. No. 321. 

Fifty cents is claimed to have been occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined. PW - 2 says 
that he occupied one acre. He is the brother of the committee 
member, Ayyappan Nair. In the statement the party is said 
to have resided in this site with his family . PWS- 1 and 2 say 
that the party alone lived there. In the statement it is alleged 
that the house put up there was demolished , and PW - 1 says 
that the remnants of the house can be still seen . 

PW - 2 says 
that the house was not pulled down and it can be still seen 
in tact. The 2 witnesses mentioned in the statement were not 
examined and PW - 1 was improvised for the occasion . This 
claim cannot be accepted . 
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T. S. No. 324. 

According to the statement, 2 acres was occupied in 32 
Chingom and the eviction was in 33 Chingom . The party 
and 2 witnesses were examined. The evidence is substantially 
consistent except that the eviction is said to be in 33 Kanni 
by PWs- 1 and 3. Having regard to the quality of the evidence 
I do not consider this a material discrepancy This claim has 
to be accepted . 
T. S. No. 325 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 February 
and the eviction is said to be in July of the same year. PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PWs-1 and 2 
say that PW - 3 was in possession for one year. PW -1 is a friend 
of the party and he resides near the present residence of the 
party . " PWS-2 and 3 are also friendly. PW -2 is a barber and 
the evidence is that he had cut the hair of PW - 3. Neighbours to 
the alleged site were not examined . PW - 3 states that he 
entered in 1132 Kumbham and was evicted in 1133 Karkatakam . 
The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 326 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. Three witnesses 
were examined including the party . (PW -3 ) . PWs- 1 and 2 say 
that the area cleared was one acre. The party now resides 
with his brother Anthony, and PW -1 is his neighbour. He 
says that Anthony owns 2 or 3 acres and that Anthony was 
present at the time of the trespass. PW - 1 used to go for coolie 
work for Anthony . When he was asked whether it was not 
Anthony who trespassed , he went to the extent of saying 
that Anthony had not even gone to this property . PW - 2 is 
another friend of Anthony. His evidence is artificial and 
he says that standing on the road he witnessed the occupa 
tion . According to him both before trespass and after evic 
tion the party resided with Anthony and the said Anthony 
sent labourers to work in this property . I am not satisfied 
that the present party occupied the area . The claim has to 
be rejected . 
T. S. No. 327. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 January 
and the eviction is said to be in 1956 July . Two witnesses 
and the party (PW - 3) were examined . PW -3 says that PWs- 1 
and 2 live 3/4 mile away from the alleged site and that there 
are neighbours to the site occupied . They were not examined . 
PW - 1 states that he went to this site only once, but still gives 
all the boundaries with meticulous precision . PW - 2 does not 
know one boundary and mentions the name of the adjacent 
occupant as Anthony , whereas in the statement it is Chandi 
Mathai. PW -3 attempts to straighten this out by saying that 
Chandy Mathi is called as Anthony , which is rather unlikely . 
PW - 2 says that there are plantains in the site. PW -3 says 
there are no plantains. The evidence is unsatisfactory and 
this claim has to be disallowed, 
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7. S. No. 328 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 February 
and the eviction is said to be in 1956 July . PWS- 1 and 2 and 
the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 is the party in T. S. 
No. 362. He says that this party and himself trespassed at 
the same time and the party was in possession for 4 months. In 
No. 362 the evidence is that the trespass was in April 1957. 
The boundaries are all wrongly stated by PW - 2 and they 
do not tally with the boundaries mentioned in the statement. 
PW - 3 , the party, says that the occupied in 1952, was in pos 
session for 4 years and was evicted in 1956. The evidence is 
unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 329. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 February 
and the eviction is said to be in 1956 July . PWS- 1 and 2 and 
the party ( PW -3 ) were examined. PW - 1 is the party s brother 
in -law and resides one mile away. He says that there are 
about 100 persons residing between the site and his residence. 
PWS- 1 and 3 say that the party was caught by the Forest 
Officers when he was digging for paddy cultivation and that 
that was in Medam (April -May) . PW - 3 used to go for coolie 
work of PW - 2 . It is stated by PW - 2 that the eviction was in 
Medam (April-May ) . The evidence is unsatisfactory and this 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 342. 

Possession is claimed from 1952 and it is stated that a 
case was taken against him in 1956 by the Forest Department. 
The Government Pleader has made an endorsement that this 
party is entitled to be given 50 cents and to that extent the 
claim is upheld . 
T. S. No. 344. 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 Novem 
ber and he is said to have been evicted in 1957 September. 

Three witnesses were examined , including the party ( PW -3 ), 
According to PWS- 1 and 3 the area occupied is one acre. PW - 1 
says that PW - 3 resides in his teashop on the other side of the 
road. According to PW - 1 the entry was in 1131 Vrischikan 
and the eviction in 1133 Chingom . PW - 2 who was examined 
in December says that the month in which he was examined 
is September His evidence is that the entry was in 1956 
November and the eviction in 1957 September . The boundaries 
mentioned by him do not tally with the boundaries men 
tioned in the statement . The party deposes that he was in 
possession from 1951. The eastern boundary mentioned by 
the party does not tally with the boundary mentioned in the 
statement. This claim cannot be accepted. 
T. S. NO . 345 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 November 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September. PW - 1 and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW -1 says that the entry . 
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was in Makaram -Kumbham in the year 1956 , which would 
correspond to February 1956. The boundaries mentioned by 
him as also by PW -2 do not tally with the boundaries men 
tioned in the statement. PW -2 says that he trespassed in 
1132 Chingom -Kanni. This does not agree with the averments 
in the statement. The eviction according to PW - 2 was in 1133 
Vrischikam , which will be 1957 November December. In the 
statement the occupied area is said to be near Kanchiyar -Valia 
kandam . Thoppippala is one mile away from Valiakandam , 
is the evidence of PW - 1. The evidence is hopelessly bad and 
this claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 346 . 

The claim is put forward by one Father Mathew on behalf 
of the Vincention Ashram . The extent of the site clained 
is 20 acres. The occupation by the Ashram is said to be in 
1953 and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . PW - 1 is a 
Kaikaran of the Ashram and PW - 2 is Father Mathew . The 
extent mentioned in Ext. D4 ( A ) is only 5 acres. PW - 1 says 
that even from the very beginning, when the clearing work 
started, the Forest Department Officials used to object and that 
they also objected to the putting up of sheds. One mile from 
this site is situated the Kanchiyar Church and the Vicar of 
that Church is the Vicar of the Ashram Church also . PW - 1 
admits that he was convicted in several forest cases and that 
even in last year he was fined in 12 cases. According to him , 
the authority for the occupation is a general authority given 
by the Government of India . I do not think that there is any 
such order of the Government of India. This PW -1 and several, 
other trespassers cleared lands and they gave a portion for this 
Institution. PW - 2 states that he took charge of this Ashram 
on 8-4-1957, when he found there some tapioca cultivation , 
plantains , coffee plants, and pepper -vines. According to PW -2 
no money was invested by the Institution for putting up 
buildings or sheds etc., because it was not known how long 
this occupation would last etc. In the order of appointment 
issued to him , the only churches mentioned are the Churches 
of Kanchiyar and Kalthotti. There is no appointment in re 
spect of this Ashram Church . He says that he did not report 
to the Bishop about the destruction of the church and Ashram 
by the Oficials of the Forest Department . He says that 
inmediately after the eviction , close to the original place, a 
church was started . There is no doubt that a fairly exten 
sive area was occupied much before 26-4-1957. The question 
here is whether this occupation can be regarded as bona fide . 
It is not sufficient if there was an occupation before 26-4-1957. 
According to G.O. Ms. No. 679 mentioned at the commence 
ment of this report, a party can be given the land occupied 
by him , only if such occupation could be regarded as bona fide 
and it was before 26-4-1957. The terms bona fide has not 
been defined . In this enquiry one has to find out whether 
trespassers were in bona fide occupation . T+ appears to me 
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that a person can be said to be in bona fide occupation, in the 
present enquiry, only if that person occupied the land because 
he required it for cultivation for the maintenance of himself 
and the members of his family . Of course, the consideration , 
whether he had an expectation , that being landless and poor , 
the Government would grant the land to him , would be ger 
mane. In my opinion, in the context of this enquiry, the 
occupation of a fairly extensive area by an Institution for 
establishing a church or for other purposes such as Cottage 
Industries etc., cannot be regarded as bona fide .occupation . It 
appears to me that recognised Institution of standing should 
obtain the previous permission of the Government, before 
occupying Government lands. Even PW - 2 appears to be con 
scious of this , because , he states in his evidence that the Insti 
tution did not spend any money , as it could not be known 
whether the occupation would be of an ephemeral or perma 
nent character. This claim has to be disallowed 
ground that the occupation , though before 26-4-1957, was 
not 

bona fide occupation within the meaning of that term 
appearing in the afore -said G.O. 
T. S. No. 348. 

The occupation is said to be in 1132 Chingom and the evic 
tion in 1133 Chingom . The extent is not mentioned in the 
statement. The party and one witness were examined . Their 
evidence is consistent and rings true. This claim has to be 
allowed . 
T. S. No. 349. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The party as PW - 2 
says that he came to this locality from his native place , 
Kanjirappally, in 1132 · Vrischikam . If so, one fails to see 
how he could have trespassed over this land in 1132 Chingom . 
In his re - examination the advocate puts the question speci 
fically to him , how he could occupy in Chingom when he came 
only in Vrischikam ? He says that he meant the coming of 
somebody else. From the context in which he made that 
statement such an inference or explanation is not available. 
The eastern and southern boundaries are stated to be roads. 
PW -1 does not even know whether there are other occupants 
near those roads. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 350 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 January 
and the eviction is said to be in June 1956. PW - 1 and the 
party (PW -2 ) were examined . It is alleged in the statement 
that the party came from his native place in 1954 and tres 
passed in 1956 January . PW - 1 says that the party came from 
Vaikam in 1956 and trespassed in 1957, in the month of 
Meenam (March -April) . *PW -1 further says that altogether 
the party did not live in the house for more than one month , 
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PW - 2 states that he lived in the house only for one day. Accord 
ing to PW - 2 he . trespassed 10 or 12 times and he was evicted 
an equal number of times. I do not accept the evidence . This 
claim has to be rejected . 
7. S. No. 351. 

According to the statement , one acre was occupied in 
1132 Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . The 
allegation in the statement is that the trespass was in Kanchi 
yar side. The party as PW - 2 says that the trespass was in 
Thoppippala and that Kanchiyar is 34. inile away from the 
alleged site. Besides the party , PW - 1 alone was examined . 
PWS- 1 and 2 state that no house was put up, whereas in the 
statement it is alleged that a house was put up , the party 
resided there and that the Forest Officials destroyed the house . 
This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 352. 

Twenty -five cents was occupied in 1130 Medam and the 
eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Including the party , 2 wit. 
nesses were examined and their evidence is substantially con 
sistent. Ext. P -2 is a certified copy of the judgment in 
C.C. 363 of 1955 on the file of the First Class Magistrate, 
Devikulam . That case related to offence number 35:55 of 
thie Ayyappancoil Forest Range Office. The party proves that 
the fourth accused in that case was himself , that he was fined , 
that he paid the line and that he got the receipt , Ext. P -1 . 
There is no rebutting evidence adăuced on behalf of the State . 
It is now clear that at least as early as in 1955 this party had 
trespassed . This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 354. 

Fifty cents is claimed to have been occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party (PW -3 ) . Thc 
party now lives near the house of PW - 1. * This PW - 1. gives all 
the details connected with the occupation , the various crops 
cultivated, when the house was put up , etc., when he is unable 
to remember in which year or month he purchased his own pro 
perty. He states that he can only say that the purchase was 
3 years ago. According to PW -1 , paddy was sown in Meenam . 
PW - 2 says that he went to the site in Dhanu 1132 and found 
paddy and tapioca cultivation . According to PTV - 1 tapioca was 
planted in Kumbham . PW -3 , the party, states that he tres 
passed in Thulam . In his statement filed , the month is given 
as Dhanu . The evidence is very unsatisfactory and this claim 
has to be rejected . 
7. S. No. 355. 

According to the statement one acre was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Only the 
party was czamined , and no other cvidence was lot in . The 
party is none other than the committee member, T. N. Ayyap 

He says that the eviction was in 1133 Ciringom 
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and also says that it was in November , 1957. This claim can 
not be accepted . 
7. S. No. 356 . 

In the statement it is alleged that the trespass was in 
1956 December, that a house was put up in 1957 January , 
that twice or thrice the houses put up by him were demolish 
ed and his crops destroyed by the Forest Authorities and 
that finally he was ejected in 1957 September . Two witnesses 
were examined , including the party ( PW - 1 ) . PW - 1 states 
that the clearing of the forest by him was in 1957 April and 
that after that he cultivated. PWS- 1 and 2 have been friends 
for ten years . PW -2 states that he went there only once, 
that it was in February 1957 and that then he saw the area 
under cultivation . There is no reference in the evidence to 
eviction twice or thrice. The evidence is unsatisfactory and 
this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 360 . 

In the statement it is alleged that the trespass was in 
1132 Chingom and the eviction in 1133 Thulam . The extent 
is not mentioned . Three witnesses were examined , including 
the party (PW - 3 ) . PWs- 1 and reside far away from the 
alleged site , near the present residence of the party in Kal 
thotty . PW - 1 says that he once went to the property in 
Meenam and that the site cleared was in Kanchiyar. Accord 
ing to the statement and the evidence of PWS- 2 and 3 the 
alleged site cleared was in Thoppippala which , according to 
PW - 2, is 1 1/2 miles away from Kanchiyar. PW -2 says that 
he went only once to this property , that that was in 1132 
Kanni and that then saw paddy crop which was ripe for 
harvest in this property. One fails to see how there could be 
such a paddy crop in 1132 Kanni, when according to the case 
put forward, the trespass itself was only in the previous month 
of Chingom . The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 361. 

According to the statement the trespass and the eviction 
were respectively in 1132 Chingom and 1133 Thulam . The 
extent is not mentioned . Three witnesses were examined, in 
cluding the party (PW - 3 ) . PWS-1 and 2 reside far away 
from the alleged site. The party now lives in PW - 1 s property 
and works for him . PWS-2 and 3 go together for coolie work . 
PWS-1 and 2 say that they went to the site only once . 

PW - 1 
says that his visit was in 1132 Kanni and he saw the house 
then . PW - 3 says that PW - 1 went there only 6 months after 
the trespass. PW - 1 says that he does not know whether any 
crops were raised , whereas PW - 3 says that at the time of the 
visit of PW - 1 there were different kinds of crops which any 
body could easily see. Neither PW - 1 nor PW - 2 knows the 
boundaries or the extent or what crops were cultivated . This 
claim cannot be accepted . 
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T. S. No. 362. 

According to the statement one acre was occupied in 1956 
February and the eviction was in July of the same year. Two 
witnesses were examined , including the party (PW - 2 ) . PW - 1 
says that immediately after the trespass paddy was cultivated 
and that that was in April 1957. PWs- 1 and 2 stated that 
several times the party trespassed and was evicted . Nothing 
of the kind is mentioned in the statement. The party owns 12 
an acre on the other side of the road . He is unmarried and 
has to maintain only himself. He states that whenever he 
attempted to trespass, the Forest Officials objected . I do not 
accept this alleged trespass and in any event there is also 
no bona fides . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S.No. 365. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party ( PW -2 ) were examined . According to PW -1 , the 
party was residing in his (PW - 1 s ) house and from there he 
went and trespassed . According to PW - 2 it was only after 
he put up a house in the alleged site that PW -1 cleared some 
area and put up a house . In the statement the allegation is 
that the party resided there with his wife. PW -2 says in 
cross -examination that only a watch -shed (Erumadam ) on a 
tree was put up and that during nights he used to keep watch . 
PW - 2 admits that the Mannans closeby used to have Eru 
madams . PW - 1 is also interested because there is some trade 
in fish in which PWS- 1 and 2 are concerned . I do not accept 
the evidence. This claim has to be rejected . 

KANCHIYAR 
T. S. Nos . 201, 202, 203, 204. 

It is proved that these four persons and two others to 
gether cleared 5 acres and occupied in 1952 and that each of 
these four persons is entitled to 516 acre. These cases are 
conceded . To the extent of 5/6 acre in favour of each these 
cases are upheld . 
T. S.No. 205 . 

The party and one witness give evidence that this party 
has been in occupation for some years prior to 26-4-1957. It 
is stated even in the statement that a case was taken against 
this party , and that his statement had been recorded at the 
Ayyappancoil Range Office in 1955. Ext. P -1 is a notice of 
eviction issued to this party by the Range Officer asking him 
to vacate within one week . This is dated 5-4-1958. Ext. P - 2 
is à printed receipt issued from the Oodurbanchola Village 
Panchayat Office to this party in respect of the collection of 
house tax, for the two half years in the Financial Year 1954-55. 
The date of collection is 2-7-1955 . The evidence which is sup 
ported by this receipt has to be accepted and this claim has 
to be allowed. 
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T. S. No. 206 . 

Five acres is said to have been occupied in 1956 November, 
a house is said to have been put up there in March 1957 and 
the eviction is said to have been in 1957 September. Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party ( PW - 3 ) . PWS- 1 
and 3 were neighbours in their native place and also here. 
PW -1 says that immediately after trespass the party put up 
a house. This is against the allegation in the statement . 
PW -2 says that the party put up houses on 3 or 4 occasions 
and the houses were destroyed by the Departmental Officers. 
According to PW - 3 a house was put up only once and that 
was in March , 1957. PW - 3 attempted to say that the notice, 
Ext: P -1 , and the house tax receipt , Ext. P - 2 , related to the 
alleged house put up by him . That was patently wrong. He 
then took time to produce the real receipts . Finallye he blea 
a statement expressing regret and apologising for producing 
Exts . P - 1 and P - 2 as documents relating to his property . When 
he was recalled and examined he said that Exts. P - 1 and P - 2 
were got in his name by his brother -in -law , so that he might 
be in a position to claim some property , and that P - 1 and P -2 
related to the property of his brother - in - law . Against the 
averment in the statement he deposed that he trespassed in 
the month of Meenam in 1956. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 207. 

The party in this case at first filed a statement, before he 
engaged the advocate, stating that he cleared 4 acres in 
November 1956 , and put up a house on 15th April 1957. That 
statement was filed on 16-10-1958 . After he engaged the 
advocate, a statement was filed on 21-11-1958, stating that 
he occupied 50 cents in 1132 Kanni and was evicted in 1133 
Chingom . The names of different witnesses are mentioned 
in the different statements . It is clear that the particulars 
in the first statement were supplied to the writer by the party 
himself and that the case put forward in the second state 
ment is an after- thought. He has no consistent case. The 
witnesses examined give evidence in the light of the averments 
in the second statement. I have no hesitation in rejecting this 
claim . 
T. S. No. 208 . 

Five acres is said to have been occupied in December 
1956. A house is said to have been put up on 10th April 
1957 and the party is said to have been evicted in 1957 Septem 
ber . Thrse witnesses were examined , including the party 
(PW -3 ) . PW -1 lives one mile away from the alleged site and 
helongs to the same native place as PW -3 . PW - 2 lives 1 12 
miles away from the alleged site. PWS-2 and 3 state that the 
trespass was in Thulam 1132. In the statement it is said to 
be in December 1956 , PW - 2 further says that immediately 
after trespass tapioca was planted and that that crop was 3 
months old at the time of eviction . It is hot in the statement 
that pepper -vines or coffee were planted . PWS- 2 and 3 stated 
that they were planted . The evidence is unsatisfactory and 
the claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 209 . 

Four acres is said to have been occupied in 1956 December 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957. September. PW -1 ana 
the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 is not cited as a 
witness in the statement. Some other witnesses are mentioned 
there. PW - 1 resides one mile away, in the property of one 
Mambrakaran , who is the father-in -law of the party . His evi 
dence is vague and confused because he says that 3 months ago 
(before his examination ) he went to the site in Chingom , the 
month in which the party was evicted . This PW - 1 is a witness 
in 208 also . PW - 2 has admitted that the site claimed by him 
has been occupied by the trespassers Nos . 201 , to 204, cases 
conceded by the State . This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 210 . 

Three acres is said to have been occupied in 1933 September 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September. PW - 1 and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 had already given evi 
dence in 206 and 211. The evidence is that the house in this 
property was put up after the Panchayat Authorities numbered 
the house put up in the site claimed by T. S. No. 206. That 
206 is the case already dealt with , in which that party filed 
an apology for producing the documents relating to his 
brother -in -law s property . This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 211 . 

According to the statement filed , from 1954 onwards this 
party was trespassing on the site claimed and he was cvicted 
à number of times . PWS- 1 and 2 and the party were examined . 
PW - 1 was a witness in the cases of T. S. 206 and 210. He 
mentions only one boundary and that does not tally with the 
statement filed. The boundaries mentioned by PWS-2 and 3 
also do not tally with the boundaries given in the statement. 
PWS- 1 and 2 are neighbours. The party s elder brother owns 
4 acres and the party has been residing there. The evidence is 
that this party entered and was evicted several times from 
1954 onwards, that from the very beginning the officials were 
objecting , that the party used to remove his shed during day 
time and put it up again during pight-time. I am not satisfied 
with the evidence and it is also clear that even if the evidence 
can be regarded as acceptable, the party was playing a game 
of hide and seek and has no bona fides. The claim has to be 
rejected . 
7. S. No. 212. 

Five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhani and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PIVS- 1 und 2 and the 
party were examined . In the deposition of PWV - 1 his profession 
or occupation is entered as coolic work . He deposes that he is a 
contractor, building houses in arcas allotted to occupants by the 
Government. He lives 114 miles away from the alleged site. 
According to him , the party used to work as his tabourer, but 
not after eviction . PW -2 says that the party is dependent on 
-him . PWS-1 and 2 attempt to state in detail the various crops 
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successively raised by the party. According to PWs-1 and 2 . 
the area cleared is 1/2 or 32 acre . According to PW - 3 , it is 
1/2 acre and according to the statement 5 cents. The explana 
tion of PW -3 , who has studied in 2 classes , that he told the 
writer that 50 cents was occupied and 5 was written by mis 
take , cannot be accepted In evidence he speaks in terms of 
acres and not cents . The evidence is unsatisfactory and this 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 213. 

In the statement the trespass is said to be in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction in 1133 Chingom . The extent and boundaries 
are not stated. PWs- 1 and 2 and the party were examined . PW - 1 
states that he owns 8 or 10 acres and that the party works 
for him . It is seen from the evidence that the party and his 
parents all reside in PW - 1 s property . According to PW -3 , 
PW - 2 worked for him as Mattal . PW - 2 does not say so . 
According to PW - 1 and 3 tapioca was planted in Dhanu and 
according to PW -2 in Meenam . I am not satisfied with the 
evidence. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 215 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 September 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWs-1 and 2 and 
the party were examined . The boundaries mentioned by PWS- 1 
to 3 do not tally with the boundaries given in the statement. 
According to PW - 1 the eviction was in Kumbhom . But in the 
statement the allegation is that was in 1957 August (Karka 
takam - Chingom ) . PW - 1 says that he went to the site last in 
1133 Dhanu and found the party then making pits. As stated 
already, according to the statement the eviction was before 
Dhanu . PW - 2 said that he went there only once. The evidence 
of PW - 3 is vague and unimpressive. The claim has to be re 
jected . 
T. S. No. 216 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Vrischikam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
and the party were examined . PW - 1 said repeatedly that the 
trespass was 3 years ago. He was examined in October 1958 
and according to the averment in the statement only 2 years 
were over after the eviction . PW - 2 says that immediately after 
the trespass, in Dhanu , tapioca was planted . The party says 
that tapioca was planted in Meenam . PW -3 says that the 
clearing work took 2 months . He does not speak of having 
raised any cultivation in Dhanu . According to PW -1, immedia 
tely after trespass horsegram was cultivated . It is a crop 
which can be harvested in 3 or 4 months time. PW -3 says 
that he took sweet potato crops, but does not say that horse 
gram was cultivated , or any such crop taken . The evidence 
is unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 217. 

Occupation is said to be in 1956 November and the eviction 
in 1957 November. The extent is not mentioned. Two witnesses 
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and the party were examined . According to the evidence there 
are disinterested persons living near the alleged site. No such 
person was examined . PWS-1 and 2 reside far away and they 
are neighbours of PW - 3 now . The party s father , according to 
PW - 1, has 2 acres. PW -3 says that his brother has 134 acres. 
PW -2 does not know the boundaries and his evidence is vague. 
According to the evidence, soon after the trespass, tapioca 
which can be got in 6 months time (Ethakamutty ) was culti 
vated. But the party was not able to get it. If so , he could 
not have been in occupation for even 6 months. The evidence 
is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 218. 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 August 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . PWS-1 and 2 and 
the party were examined . According to PWs1 and 2, two 
acres was occupied , whereas according to PW - 3 and the state 
ment it is only 12 an acre. PW - 2 says that he does not know 
on which part of the property the watching-shed was put up . 
PW - 3 says that the shed was in the centre . PW -1 would say 
that there are 10-15 jungle trees on the site. According to 
PW - 2 they are not less than 10 and according to PW -3 they 
are 100 . The evidence is not satisfactory and the claim has 
to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 219 . 

Half in acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 August 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWS-1 and 2 and 
the party were examined . PW - 1 states in his examination -in 
chief that he went to the property last in 1132 Kanni and then 
the house had not been put up and the party was cutting poles 
for the purpose. In his cross-examination he says that a house 
was put up in the centre of the property. The boundaries men 
tioned by PW -2 do not tally with the boundaries mentioned 
in the statement. PW - 3 , the party, says that the trespass was 
in 1132 Chingom , that in that Chingom he cultivated horse -gram 
which could be harvested in 4 months time and that before 
the crop was ripe for larvest he was evicted. He has another 
property 40 cents in extent. The evidence is unsatisfactory 
and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 220 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Three witnesses were ex 
amined including the party (PW - 3 ) . PWs-1 and 2 are disin 
terested witnesses. The evidence of PWS- 1 to 3 is quite con 
sistent regarding the periods of entry and eviction , the extent, 
the configuration of the land, the spot where the house was 
put up and the various things cultivated. I find no reason to 
reject this evidence. This claim has to be accepted . 
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T. S. No. 221. 

Three -fourth acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 
August and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . PW - 1 
and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW -1 states that the 
area cleared was 412 acres. The boundaries mentioned by him 
do not tally with the boundaries given in the statement. PW - 2 , 
the party , says that he occupied one acre in 1955 and there 
are 100 coffee plants aged 3 years . The evidence is not satis 
factory and the claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 222. 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 August 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWS-1 and 2 and 
the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW -3 says that the trespass 
was in 1132 Chingom , whereas PW -2 says that it was in 1132 
Karkatakam and gives the details regarding the various crops 
raised in that Karkatakam . The extent given in the statement 
is 72 an acre. According to PW - 1, it is 112 acres and according 
to PWs- 2 and 3, one acre. The boundaries stated by PWs- 1 
and 2 do not tally with the boundaries given in the statement . 
It is the evidence, that for 6 years before the alleged trespass, 
this party and some others were residing in the properties of 
one Êttiyil family, which is an influential family in the locality, 
that all these persons residing there occupied bits of lands and 
that after eviction they were again residing in the property of 
Ettiyil people . I am not satisfied with the evidence . This 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 241 . 

A statement was filed by the party . He did not subse 
quently turn up and no witness was examined . The claim is 
rejected. 
T. S. No. 243. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1131 Dhanu and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. PWS- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 is a neighbour of the 
party s brother s son , with whom the party now resides. PW - 1 
does not mention boundary. He says that he went there 
to see the occupation, resided there for one night and again 
went there once. The evidence is vague and artificial. The 
boundaries as stated in the statement are interchanged in the 
evidence of PW -2 . Obviously, he attempted to learn by heart 
the boundaries given in the statement , but not quite success 
fully . PW - 2 says that the extent is 34 acre. According to 
PW - 3, the party, the extent is 2 acres and he also says that 
he had told the committee that it was 2 acres. He says that 
now one Varikan Thommen has occupied this property . The 
evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 246 . 

According to the statement, 5 acres was occupied in 1131 
Makaram and the eviction was in 1133 Kanni. PW - 1 and the 
party (PW -2 ) were examined . The name of the person in 
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occupation of land at the northern boundary is mentioned by 
PW - j. as Chacko Mathew . The name given in the statement 
is Skaria Varki. PW - 1 states that immediately to the east 
of the alleged site there is a property which belongs to the 
elder brother of this party, and that this party, his elder 
brother and their mother , have all been living there for 4 years. 
PW - 2, the party, says that himself, his elder brother and his 
younger brothers, together cleared this site of 5 acres and that 
the expenses were met jointly by himself and his elder brother . 
They have a joint property which is 112 acres in extent. The 
party is only 24 years of age and is unmarried . If at all there 
was an occupation of this site, I have no doubt that it was prin 
cipally by the elder brother of this party. It cannot be re 
garded that this party was a bona fide occupant. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 255 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWs- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3) were examined . PWS- 1 to 3 are labourers who 
go for work together. They reside in the compounds of in 
fluential and well- to -do persons of the locality , even according 
to their own evidence . They say that they all trespassed at 
about the same time. The names of PWS- 1 and 2 are not in 
the list , Ext. D4 ( A ) . PW - 2 says that before eviction , in the 
month of Thulam , the party harvested paddy and gave 3 
paras to him . PW - 3 says that he was evicted after he har 
vested the paddy crops in Kanni. He then adds that he 
harvested in Chingom . It may be remembered that according 
to the Statement, the eviction was in Chingom . PW - 1 says that 
PWS- 1 to 3 reside near one another and go for work together. 
PW -2 says that they are not near one another , but reside one 
mile apart. The suggestion by the Government Pleader is that 
some influential persons of the locality are trying to get pro 
perties by putting forward their dependants or labourers as 
trespassers. I am not satisfied with the evidence. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 272 . 

Ten cents is said to have been occupied in 1131 Dhanu and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom .PWs- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 knows the party for 20 
years and says that since 3 years he is employed in the shop 
of PW -1 , that the party now resides in his property and that 
the property of PW - 1 is adjacent to the alleged site. The 
boundaries stated by him do not tally with the boundaries as 
stated in the statement. Though the extent is mentioned as 
only 10 cents in the statement, PWS-2 and 3 says that it is 2 
acres. According to PW - 2 the alleged site is 4 furlongs away 
from the Reserve Forest boundary, whereas the evidence of 
PW - 1 would indicate that it is not so far, but is near the 
boundary, because the property of PW - 1, which is outside the 
Reserve Forest, is said to be one of the boundaries of the 
alleged site . PW -2 states that there are trees in the area tres 
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passed upon . PW - 3 says that there are no trees. The evidence 
is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 333 . 

According to the statement, from 1949 onwards this party 
has been occupying this site. It is said that the Forest Officers 
sometimes turned him out, but he again occupied . It is alleged 
that finally he was evicted in 1957 August. PWS-1 and 2 and the 
party ( PW - 3) were examined . Their evidence is substantially 
consistent. PWs- 1 and 2 were encroachers on either side of 
this site and they said that all the PWS- 1 to 3 encroached at 
about the same time about 7 years ago. Exhibits P -1 , P - 2 and 
P - 3 are receipts to show the payment of house tax to the 
Oodumbanchola Panchayat by this party for the Financial 
years 54-55 , 55-56 and 56-57. Exhibits P -4 and P -5 are two 
demand notices issued to this party from the Panchayat Office. 
PW - 3, the party, states that he has no other house and that 
these Exhibits relate to the house in this site occupied by him . 
Even in the statement he has alleged that house tax was paid 
by him . PW -3 , the party , has no other property and he states 
that expecting that this land would be given to him , he entered 
upon it. This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 336 . 

The party claims to have been in occupation of one acre 
from 1955 October. It is stated that he was evicted . The 
party deposes to those facts and this case is conceded by the 
State . This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 338 . 

An occupation of 2 acres in 1132 Chingon is claimed and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness and the 
party were examined . Their evidence is substantially consist 
ent. Exhibit P - 1 is a certified copy of a charge sheet filed in 
the Devikulam First Class Magistrate s Court in respect of 
offence No. 3 of 57 in the Offence Register maintained in the 
Range Office. The date of trespass is said to be 1-1-1957. The 
party as PW - 2 proves that he is the fourth accused in Ex 
hibit P - 1 and that the complaint was that he with his rela 
tives and others trespassed on this land . There is no rebut 
ting evidence. There is no reason to reject the evidence. This 
claim has to be allowed . 
7. S. No. 339. 

The party was examined as PW -1 . The occupation , ac 
cording to the statement, was in 1132 Chingom and the extent 
2 acres. This case is conceded by the State . 
T. S. No. 341. 

According to the statement, the party was in possession 
from 1952. Only the party was examined as a witness . He 
produced Exhibit P - 1 , a demand notice for the house tax for 
the half year 1956 April to September . He also produced Ex 
hibit P - 2 which shows that he had paid on 29-2-56 , a sum of 
Rs. 4 to the Range Officer, in respect of an occupation of half 


an acre. In his cross -examination he states that himself and 
his brother together trespassed on the site in T.S. No. 201 and 
that what he wants is to be allowed to have that site. Pro 
hably , he means that Exts. P - 1 and P - 2 relate to that site . 
Trespass in 201 was conceded by the State. If this party was 
in joint possession with his brother, he will be at liberty to 
occupy it along with his brother, who is T.S.No. 201, if the 
Government is pleased to give that land to his brother . No 
separate relief is to be given to this party . This claim has 
to be rejected with the above observations. 
T. S. No. 343. 

Five acres is said to have been occupied in 1953 and the 
eviction is said to be in 1957 August. It is stated that in res 
pect of the house in this site, house tax was paid from 1955 
to 1957 and that Rs. 30 was paid to the Forest Office as fine for 
the occupation of this site. One witness and the party were 
examined . PW - 1 resides 34 mile away from the alleged site, 
has no idea about the years and months, either according to 
the Christian Calendar or the Kollam Era , and says that 
there are 40 houses between his résidence and the alleged site . 
The boundaries stated by him do not tally with the boundaries 
given in the statement. The party, PW - 2, states that his wife s 
brother has given a property to his wife and that Ext. P - 1 
obtained from the Range Office for the alleged payment of 
fine for occupation and Exts . P - 2 and P - 3, the house tax re 
ceipts, relate to that property given to his wife by his brother 
in -law . No doubt, he made an attempt to make it appear that 
Exts. P - 1 to P -3 related to this property, but signally failed 
in that attempt. Ext. P -4 purports to be a certificate issued 
by the Panchayat Executive Authority to the effect that this 
party was residing at Kanchiyarkandam on 1st April 1957 
and his house No. was 2235. This certificate by itself cannot 
be taken as evidence and acted upon . The person who issued 
the certificate has not been examined. If there was an assess 
ment in the name of this party he would have paid the tax 
or would have got a demand notice. No such document has 
been produced . PW - 2 says that he cleared one acre adjacent 
to his wife s property , which is one acre 32 cents, in Thoppip 
pala . After that he says that he went and cleared the extent 
in Kanchiyar . In his cross-examination he states that he 
cleared some land in Kanchiyar , that his son 

cleared an 
adjacent area and both together would be 2 112 acres . The 
extent given in his statement is 5 acres . I do not accept the 
evidence. Nor do I think that even if there was an attempted 
occupation , it was bona fide. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 359. 

According to the statement, some area in Kanchiyar was 
occupied in 1131 Dhanu and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . 
The extent or the boundaries are not mentioned in the state 
ment. One witness was examined and he stated that the 
alleged trespass was in 1131 Metam . Though sufficient oppor 
tunities were given , the party did not examine himself or any 
other witness . This claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 363. 

According to the statement, 50 cents was occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom ." PW -1 and 
the party ( PW - 2 ) were examined. Their evidence is consis 
tent. The property adjacent to this on the southern side 
belongs to the party s elder brother admittedly . PW - 1 says 
that he began to reside with his elder brother from 1130 and 
helped him to clear the property on the southern side for one 
year and went to Malabar and returned after another year. 
The evidence of PW - 1 is that the occupation of the adjacent 
southern property was by the brothers of this party , his father 
and this party together , and that that area occupied was sur 
veyed and two acres given . Though PW -2 would say that he 
helped his brother in clearing the southern property, accord 
ing to him , his brother did not help him in clearing this alleged 
site and he did it with the help of others. I am inclined to 
think that this is only an attempt to increase the area occupied 
by this party , his father and brother and this is not a case 
of bona fide occupation. The claim has to be rejected . 

VALIAKANDAM 
T. S. No. 2 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Makaram 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party were examined . They have given substantially 
consistent evidence and I find no reason to reject it. This 
claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 8 . 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . After the alleged 
eviction , PWs-1 to 3 are neighbours. PW - 1 does not mention 
the extent. PW - 2 says it was one acre and PW - 3 says it was 
half an acre. In Ext. D4 ( A ) it is 1 1/2 acres. PW - 1 at one . 
stage says that for 5 years he was working for the party 
as Mattal and at another stage he says that he knows the 
party only from the time of the alleged trespass. PW - 2 states 
that the alleged eviction was in 1133 Thulam . According to 
the evidence there are persons residing near the alleged site. 
No such person was examined . The evidence is not satisfactory. 
This claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 9 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . Both belong to Meena 
chil and PW - 1 says that ever since he came to this locality , 
the party has been residing in his place . According to PW -1, 
on three sides of the alleged site, his own property is the 
boundary . This does not tally with the boundaries given 
in the statement. He says in cross-examination that he can 
not remember when the entry or the house construction was, 
that the party occupied for one year, but he was not able 
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to take any crop . PW -2 says that in 1957 March the Forest 
Officials came and wrote something and that according to his 
recollection the house was put up before thesstay . It may be 
noted that the stay was issued in April 1957. I am not satis 
fied with the evidence . This claim has to be rejected . 
T : S. No. 10 . 

Three -fourth acre is claimed to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni. The eviction was in 1133 Chingom . Three witnesses were 
examined , including the party . After that, the written state 
ment was filed on behalf of the State conceding this claim . 
This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 11. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in the beginning 
of 1956 and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says 
that till one year ago he and PW - 3 were neighbours . He 
says that the entry was in 1131 Kumbham . He said that he 
saw the entry . He also said that when first he saw , the 
party was living there with his wife. PW -2 states that the 
extent occupied by the party is one acre. But he is unable 
to say the extent of his own property. PW -3 mentions the 
English year and the Malayalam month . His evidence is not 
impressive. I am not satisfied with the evidence. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 12 . 

Two acres was occupied in 1132 Thulam and the eviction 
was 1133 Chingom . After two witnesses and the party were 
examined, the written statement was filed on behalf of the 
State admitting this claim . This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 13 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One 
witness and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PWS- 1 and 2 
were neighbours in their native place, Manimala , and also here 
before the alleged trespass and after the eviction . PW - 1 says 
that he gave his spade and also seed to PW - 2. But PW - 2 
says nothing of the kind was given. According to PWS- 1 
and 2 on the northern side of the alleged site is the area 
occupied by one Markose Chacko , whereas according to the 
statement, it is Markose John. The evidence is not satisfac 
tory . This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 14 . 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . The 
party . (PW - 1 ) and one witness were examined. The bounda 
ries mentioned by them do not tally with the boundaries given 
in the statement. I am not satisfied with the evidence . The 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 15. 

One acre was occupied in 1132 Kanni and the eviction 
was in 1133 Chingom . The party and 

one 

witness were 
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examined . Subsequently the written statement was filed on 
behalf of the State, conceding this case. This claim has to 
be allowed . 
T. S. No. 17. 

In the statement, 2 acres is claimed to have been occupied 
in 1132 Kanni. To the extent of one acre the case is con 
ceded by the Government Pleader , who has made an endorse 
ment. The party , who was examined , states that his claim 
is confined to one acre. To that extent this claim has to be 
allowed . 
T. S. No. 18 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWs- 1 and 
2 and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the 
entry was in the month of Edavam in 1955 and the eviction 
in Karkatakam in the year 1956 . The boundaries mentioned 

him do not tally with those given in the statement . PW - 2 
came as witness in 2 other cases also . He says that he him 
self met the expenses of coming as witness and on each 
occasion he has to spend Rs. 2 to 4 . He says that within 
one month of the entry , the house was put up in the site and 
occupied by the party and his wife and they were evicted 
after 2 or 3 months. PW - 3 says that the house was put up 
after the stay , which was on 9-4-1957. In the written state 
ment filed for the State it is alleged that there are 4 or 5 
influential families in that locality . The names of those 
families are specified . It is the contention of the Govern 
ment Pleader that the said families are making their depend 
ants and coolies claim land so that they may themselves get 
these lands . The evidence of PW - 3 will show that he was a 
workman of those influential persons. The evidence is unsatis 
factory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No, 19. 

Two acres was occupied in . 1132 Kanni. After the wit 
nesses were examined , the written statement was filed con 
ceding this case. The claim has to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 20 . 

Five acres is said to have been occupied on 10-8-1956 and 
the eviction is said to be on 25-8-1957. Only the party was 
examined . He does not know the years according to the 
Christian Calendar. He says that the committee members 
visited the site 15 days after the eviction, which cannot be 
correct. He has produced a certificate. It has not been 
proved and the name mentioned in that certificate is also 
not the name of this party . This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 21. 

According to the statement, 5 acres is claimed to have 
been occupied in 1131 Makaram . 
a notice of eviction , Ext. P - 1, was served on him on 5-4-1958 . 

He was not evicted , though 
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DW - 5 , a Forester, deposes that this party and another person 
together cleared the area and partitioned and subsequently 
this party added on some more land to his share , that this is 
an old occupation and that this party had not been evicted . 
This claim has therefore to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 22 . 

Towards the end of 1955 , five acres is said to have been 
occupied and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWS-1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that 
the area was cleared in three months. PW - 2 states that the 
area was cleared in 5 , 8 , months . PW - 3 says that he cleared . 
leisurely taking one year . PW - 3 is a coolie of PW - 1 and 
resides in his place which is near the alleged site. PW - 1 was 
the first accused in a case of forcibly releasing persons 
arrested by the Forest Officers. PWS- 1 and 2 are friends 
and the suggestion in the cross -examination is that PW -2 
was also an accused in the said case. PW - 3 says that there - 
was objection from the Officers from the yery beginning . I am 
not satisfied with the evidence. The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 23. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1131 Medam and 
the eviction is said to be in 1132 Chingom . One witness and 
the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . Before the alleged tres 
pass and after eviction PW - 2 was residing with PW - 1 , who 
says that PW -2 came from his native place in 1131 Medam 
and lived with him , that towards the end of Medam for 2 
days PW -2 harvested the paddy of PW - 1 and then went for 
work of others and trespassed during that period . PW -1 does 
not know the boundaries of the properties of the neighbours, 
but mentions the boundaries of the alleged site . According 
to PW - 2 paddy was sown and tapioca was planted in the site 
in Medam . The evidence is that the eviction was in 1133 
Chingom , whereas according to the statement it is 1132. This 
ciaim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 24. 

Two acres is said to have been occupied towards the end 
of 1955 and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party (PW -3 ) . PW - 1 
says that the party is his coolie and resides with him . The 
western boundary had to be elicited from him by a leading 
question putting to him the name of that boundary . He admits 
that he had cleared forest lands and then transferred the 
same to others. He was accused in an O.R. case of 1957 
and was also the first accused in a case of alleged forcible 
rescue of arrested persons. He says that the trespass was in 
1131. Thulam and that the party cleared in 6 months time. 
PW - 3 says that the trespass was in 1131 Vrischikam , and that 
was what he told the writer of the statement. He says that 
out of the area occupied by him , PW - 1 has taken possession 
of 34 acre and added it on to his adjacent cardamom planta 
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tion . He says that for one month after the eviction , he 
resided in the property of PW - 1 and then shifted his residence 
to some other place. PWs- 1 and 2 state that even now PW - 3 
lives in PW - 1 s property, where he was residing even before 
the alleged trespass . The evidence is unsatisfactory. The 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No 25 . 

Two acres is alleged to have been occupied in 1131 Dhanu 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 
2 and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 is said to be 
a neighbour and he says that he occupied in 1956 January 
and this party entered 2 months after that. If so , this tres 
pass must be in March and cannot be in Dhanu . ÞW - 3 now 
îives in the property of PW -2 . It is stated by PW -2 that he 
went to this site in 1131 Dhanu to call PW -3 for work and 
then the occupation appeared to be 6 months old. The 
evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 26 . 

After filing a statement, this party remained absent and 
no evidence was adduced. The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 28. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1131 Makaram 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWs- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the 
site occupied was in Kattappana. PWS- 2 and 3 say it was 
. in Valiakandam . What is stated in the statement is Kattap 

pana -Valiakandam . The allegations in the statement appear 
to have been made purposely vague. The eastern and the 
western boundaries are mentioned respectively as road and 
Kallianathandu Mala . On the south and north it is ecated , 
are waste lands. According to these boundaries, the area lying 
between them is a very vast area . According to the evidence 
of PW -2 , there were persons residing near the alleged site . 
No such person was examined . PW -2 states that the eviction 
was 2 years back . That evidence was given in September 
1958. According to that evidence , the eviction must have 
been in 1132 Chingom -Kanni. PW -2 says that he saw pep 
pervines and coffee plants in this area in 1131 Kumbham . 
According to PW - 3, peppervines were planted only in 1132 
Edavam . The evidence is unsatisfactory. This claim has to 
be rejected . 
7. S. No. 29 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that he 
lives 3 furlongs away from the site. According to him , he 
recollects the time of the trespass because during that time the 
party went for harvesting work for him . But he says that 
others have come for work and he cannot remember when 
they came. He does not know the boundaries of a neighbour, 
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Gopi. This PW - 1 was a witness in another case also . PW - 2 
lives 2 furlongs away. PW -3 is now his neighbour and goes 
to work for him . He says that there are persons residing near 
the alleged site. No such person was examined . PW - 3 says 
that from the very begining of the alleged trespass , the Forest 
Officers were asking him not to trespass. The evidence is not 
satisfactory . The calim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 30. 

Three acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . There is only 
the interested evidence of the party. Only 25 cents is shown 
as the extent in the list prepared by the committee. In the 
absence of any disinterested evidence, this claim has to be 
rejected . 
T. S. No.32 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu and 
the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PWS-1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3) were examined . PW - 1 lives 34 mile away from 
the alleged site and he goes for the coolie work of one Dominik 
in whose property the party now resides . PW - 1 says that he 
recollects that the trespass was in 1132 Dhanu because lots of 
persons had trespassed in that month . The party is also a 
labourer of Dominik . PW - 2 and the party are persons going 
together for coolie work . PW2 resides 142 furlongs away from 
the alleged site. PW -3 says that others have now occupied 
the area trespassed upon by him , and have destroyed the crops 
raised by him . The evidence is not satisfactory and this claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 33. 

Twenty -five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Kanni. PWS- 1 and 
2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 and the party 
belong to the same place and are friends. PWS- 1 and 2 
are friends. PW - 3 is now working as a labourer for PW -1 , 
who says hat PW -3 now resides with the party s paternal uncle 
in Vandanmede. From there, he is said to have come in 1131 
Kumbham to the property of PW - 1 and then trespassed . PW - 2 
says that he lives only about half a furlong from the alleged 
site, whereas according to PW -1 it is 2 furlongs away . PW -3 
says that there was an extent of 5 acres within the boundaries 
cut by him . One fails to see why he cleared only 25 cents if he 
had 5 acres with him ? I am not impressed with the evidence. 
The claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 34. 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 resides 3 furlongs 
away from the alleged site, mentions only one boundary, a 
road , and he is a friend of the party , usually visiting him in 
his betel shop . PW - 2, the party, says that the trespass was 
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in 1132 Chingom and the eviction in 1132 Thulam . The bound 
aries mentioned by him do not agree with the boundaries given 
in the statement. He says that persons shown in the statement 
as occupying the areas which form his boundaries have not been 
in occupation of lands near his site . The evidence is very 
unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 35 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 was a witness 
in another case also and his brother is said to be another tres 
passer. He states that he knew the party only after the party 
began to reside in this property and also says that when the 
party was putting up the house he went to the site and noted 
the boundaries. PW - 2. says that the party is now living with 
a relative of his, who is a neighbour of this PW - 2. PW -2 has 
been residing there from 1130. Still he does not know the name 
of his neighbour with whom the party now resides. He says 
that he got his land surveyed and allotted to him 2 years back , 
but does not remember in which year . The native place of 
PWS- 2 and 3 is the same. PW - 3, the party , says that before 
trespass and after eviction he resided with his elder brother, who 
owns 3 acres and that the said brother helped him in the 
occupation of this site . The evidence is unsatisfactory . The v 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 36 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . One witness and 
the party were examined . The evidence is substantially con 
sistent. PW - 1 says that he is a congress party man and the 
party is a communist party sympathiser and they used to dis 
cuss politics . The evidence is straight -forward and natural 
and there is no reason to reject it . This claim has to be allowed . 
T.S. No. 37. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 February 
and the alleged eviction was in 1957 August PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 1 is the party s 
cousin s husband and lives 112 miles away from the alleged . 
site . PW -1 says that mango or jack plants were not planted , 
whereas PW - 2 says that they were planted . PWS- 1 and 2 are 
neighbours of the party s brother with whom the party now lives 
11/2 miles away from the alleged site. They are interested 
witnesses. Pw -3 , the party , says that the Presidents of Oodum 
banchola and Oopputhara Panchayats and the Tahsildar went 
and prepared the list. This is clearly wrong. He says that 
even when he attempted to trespass, the Forest Officers objected . 
He admits that his brother is in possession of 5 acres and he 
is also cultivating that land . The evidence is unreliable and, 
in any event, even if the evidence can be assumed to be accept 
able, the party cannot be regarded as a bona fide occupant. 
The claim has to be disallowed . 
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T. S. No. 38 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives half a mile away 
from the alleged site. The party now lives with PW -l s pater 
nal uncle . PW - 1 is an interested witness. PW - 1 states that 
at first, after coming to this locality, the party resided near 
Kattappana church and that he does not linow whether that pro 
perty belonged to this party. PW - 2 says that he purchased one 
acre from his younger brother in 1953. He would add that he 
gave back that property in 1954. It is difficult to believe that he 
gave back it. He says that the visit of the committee members 
was at a time when the paddy crop was standing in the pro 
perty . This is opposed to the evidence of the committee meinber 
DW - 3 in T. S. NO. 3. The evidence is unsatisfactory. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 39. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 February 
and the alleged eviction was in 1957 August. PWs- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says in his 
examination -in -chief that the extent was 112 acres and reduces 
it to 144 in the cross -examination . Be it noted, that the extent 
given in the statement is one acre . According to PW - 1 the 
clearing work took 6 months. The elder brother of the party 
is in possession of 4 acres in Pulianmala , as will be seen from 
the evidence of PW -3 , the party . This is denied by PW - 1.. 
PW -3 -now lives with that brother in Pulianmala . PW -3 says 
in his cross -examination that he got peppervines for planting 
in this area from his neighbours in Oopputhara. At the same 
time he says that he has no property in Oopputhara and that 
by neighbours he meant his friends. But he admitted that he 
had resided in Oopputhara . PW - 2 lives one mile away from 
thealleged site and according to him themonth of February (the 
trespass is said to be in February) has 31 days . The evidence 
is unsatisfactory, and even assuming that there was trespass 
or occupation by this party , it cannot be regarded as bona fide. 
This claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 40 . 

According to the statement, one acre was occupied in the 
beginning of 1956 and the alleged eviction was in 1957 August . 
PWS-1 , and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . According to 
PW - 1 , the clearing work was done in 10 to 20 days . PW - 2 
says that it took one or two months. PW -1 says that residing 
in his place, the party trespassed . He also says that no short 
term crop could be taken , as the party was evicted before the 
crops were ripe. If so , the period of occupation must have 
been very short. PW -2 would say that in this property , at 
the time of eviction , there were coffee plants aged 3 years which 
were flowering . If that is correct, the period of occupation 
must have been much longer or this party must be claining 
some land which was previously occupied and abandoned by 
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somebody else. The boundary stated as on the south in the 
statement is mentioned by PW - 2 as the northern boundary. 
According to PW -2 , the crops raised by the party were des 
troyed by the Forest Officers on a number of occasions. Neither . 
PW - 1. nor PW -3 says anything of the kind. On the other hand , 
PW - 3 says that the Forest Officers objected only at the time 
he was evicted . Ext. P - 1 is a pass issued by the Ranger for 
taking thatching grass and poles. It is dated 5-8-1957. There 
fore, no inference relevant to the issue is available therefrom . 
This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 41. 

One and a half acres is claimed to have been occupied in 
1956 August and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWg- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives one 
mile away from the alleged site and PW - 2 one and a half miles 
away. All the three witnesses state that the occupant of the 
property which forms the northern boundary of this site is 
one Karimpanal Kunjutty . According to the statement it is 
Moolayil Ouseph Varughese. Neither PW - 1 nor PW - 2 knows 
what crops were cultivated . PWs-1 to 3 say that the entry 
was in Thulam , whereas according to the statement filed it was 
in August (Karkatakam - Chingom ). The evidence is unsatis 
factory. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 42 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in the beginning 
of 1956 and the alleged eviction was in 1957 August. 
PWs- 1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 
says that every year he comes from his native place, for 
grazing 4 bulls of his own , in Dhanu and returns in Medam . 
The suggestion in cross -examination is that this PW - 1 has 
recently acquired a property and is there only after that. 
According to PW - 1 he grazes his own cattle and takes them 
back to his place for ploughing work . PW - 2 says that PW - 1 
is a dealer in cattle, purchasing and grazing bulls and then 
selling them . The party now lives with PW - 2 . According 
to PW - 2, who was examined in September 1958, the improve 
ments in the site are only one and a half years old . PW -3 
says that he trespassed while he was living with PW -2 and 
even now he is with PW -2 . He does not know the English 
years and months. The evidence is not satisfactory. The claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 44 . 

Three acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . The party 
(PW - 1 ) and another witness were examined . The evidence of 
PW - 1 is confused evidence. He says that he lived with his 
family in this site for 3 , 4 , 5 months or one year . He states 
that the trespass was after a memorandum was signed and 
sent to the Government. If so , the trespass cannot be before 
March 1957. He also says that permission was granted by the 
Government to put up watching sheds and that he put up a 
shed and resided in it with his wife only after that. "The said 
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permission was granted in July 1957. According to him , 
immediately after trespass horsegram was cultivated . At first 
he said that absolutely no crops were got, but later he said 
that horsegram was got. PW - 2 says that in 1132 Chingom 
the forest-growth was cleared . In cross -examination he also 
stated that paddy was sown in 1133 Meenam . According to 
the statement filed , the eviction was long before 1133 Meenam . 
The evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. NO. 45 . 

After the examination of the party , the Government 
Pleader took an adjournment and on the adjourned date it was 
conceded that the party was entitled to one acre and he was 
an accused in a trespass case. The occupation is said to be 
in 1132 Kanni. The party claimed only one acre. This claim 
has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 46 . 

Three is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . The party 
(PW - 1 ) and one witness were examined . PW - 1 deposes in 
his examination -in -chief that the site was one acre in extent. 
In his cross- examination he states that within the boundaries 
cut by him the extent was three acres and that one acre was 
cleared and that his property was 6 acres. He further says 
that when one acre was cleared his implements were taken 
away by the Officers. He deposes that before the stay , a 
house was put up and was demolished , that after the stay 
another house was put up and he lived there with his family, 
that before trespassing on this site he had trespassed on a 
property in Vallakatavu and that he could not remember when 
he was evicted from Vallakatavu. He says that his witness 
and himself cultivated the land in Vallakatavu as partners and 
that PW - 2 was his neighbour in Vallakatavu. PW -2 lives one 
mile away from the alleged site. He does not know 
whether there were other occupants near this alleged site . 
He says that there are 50 houses between his residence and 
this site. No such neighbour has been examined . PW - 1 obvi 
ously supresses the date of his eviction from Vallakatavu , 
because that must have been long after the date of the alleged 
trespass over this site. The evidence is not satisfactory. This 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S . No. 47 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . One witness and 
the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 resides one mile 
away from the alleged site and is a neighbour of one Chacko, 
with whom the party now lives. He says that the party was 
known to him even previously, when he was living with his 
brother Devasia . This PW - 1, who according to him lives one 
mile away, says that he saw the actual trespass, the occupation 
and everything and also knows the boundaries. It is difficult 
to believe this evidence. PW - 2 said that the occupant on the 
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southern . side was Kaniampurathu Joseph. The name in the 
statement filed by him was then put to him and then he said 
that he meant Kaniyarakathu . I am not satisfied with the 
evidence . This claim has to be disallowed . 
7. S. No. 48. 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 
1956 August and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. 
PW - 1 and the party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW -1 says that 
he does not remember the month in which the party trespass 
ed , that before trespass the party was living near Kattappana 
road junction in a property of his own, 33 cents in extent, 
that he was running a dispensary at the junction and doing 
Allopathic treatment. He says that there are other persons 
living between the alleged site and PW - l s residence. PW -2 
says that he cleared one acre. In the statement it is 1 12 
acres . He says that he purchased 112 an acre at Kattappana 
after the eviction . This is against the evidence of PW - 1. 
According to him the dispensary was owned by a Doctor. He 
was only a compounder . The Doctor used to come twice a 
month . PW - 2 says that he used to treat persons, living in 
the dispensary, and that patients used to come both day and 
night. According to PW - 1, tapioca was planted in Medam . 

PW - 2 says that it was in Vrischikam . The evidence is not 
• satisfactory . This claim has to be disallowed . 
T.S. No. 49. 

One acre was occupied in 1132 Kanni and the eviction 
was in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1. and 2 and the party 
examined . No doubt, PWS-1 and 2 were residing about one 
mile away from the property . But they have gone to the 
property and they have worked there . PW - 1 is a Christian . 
The party is a Hindu . The evidence is consistent. I do not 
find any adequate reason for rejecting the evidence . This 
claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 51. 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 
1132 Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
PWS- 1 and 2 and the party were examined . PW - 1 says that 
his own brother had occupied a property near this alleged site 
and that he does not know 2 of the boundaries of his brother s 
property . But he mentions all the 4 boundaries of this party s 
occupation . He resides 3/4 mile away. Though he says that 
he had gone to this property on 30 occasions, he is not able 
to say whether coffee plants or pepperwines were planted . He 
says that the house was put up 2 Kambus , which will only 
be a few feet, from the road, whereas PW - 3 says that tho 
house put up was half a furlong away from the road . PW - 2 is 
said to have gone only once to this alleged site , and that was for 
the treatment of a cow which is said to belong to one Issac, 
in whose shop the party is employed . PW - 3 says that he 
came from his native place 3 years ago and lived in Issac s 
shop for 6 months. He says that he took three weeks leave, 
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and got down his younger brother to work in Issac s shop 
and that even now he is employed in the said shop . He says 
that there are other employees in that shop and they also 
trespassed on forest lands like him . The evidence regarding 
the types of trees in the property given by the witnesses is 
conflicting. The evidence is not satisfactory and this claim 
has to be rejected . 
7. S. No. 52 . 

One acre was occupied in 1132 Chingom and the eviction 
was in 1133 Chingom . PWs-1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) 
were examined . PWs- 1 and 2 have worked in this property . 

The evidence regarding the various crops raised at different 
" times, the situation of the house and other particulars is con 
sistent. There is no reason to reject the evidence. This claim 
has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 53. 

Half an acre is said to have been cleared in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW -1 , who 
resides one and a half miles away from the alleged site says that 
he went to this property only once , that that was in Medam , that 
he was told that the trespass was in Dhanu, that he asked 
and ascertained the boundaries and that this party was 
arrested and taken away by the Forest Officers. PW - 2 reluct 
antly admits that he was arrested in Medam . He says that 
he planted tapioca (Ethakamutty ) which can be taken in 6 
months and that he was not able to take the crop. DW - 6 , the 
Ranger, proves with reference to Ext. D9 (b ) , an entry in the 
Forest Offence Register , that this party trespassed and was 
arrested on 11-5-1957. This claim has to be rejected as the 
trespass was after 26-4-1957 . 
T. S. No. 54. 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 
1132 Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . 
PW -1 and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW -2 was work 
ing in the shop of PW - 1 for 5 years and works there even 
now . The area cleared , according to PW -1, is one acre and 
according to PW - 2 one and a half acres. PW - 1 says that 
PW - 2 has a property in common with his brothers. PW - 2 
denies it. PW -1 has helped him (PW - 2 ) in the alleged occu 
pation , by giving articles from his shop . As PW - 2 denies 
that he has other property and does not disclose its extent 
etc., in any view , the occupation cannot be regarded as bona 
fide even if there was in fact an occupation . I am not satis 
fied with the evidence . The claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 55. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 March 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. Two witnesses 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW -1 says that PW - 3 
took peppervines from his place in 1131 for planting here and 
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that when he went to this site in 1132 Midhunam , there were 
no peppervines there. PW -3 , the party , says that the tres 
pass was in 1132. According to the statement filed , it was in 
1956 March which would correspond to 1131 Kumbham- 
Meenam . PW -3 says that 4 or 5 years ago he came with his 
elder brother and lived with him , that his elder brother 
alone cleared and occupied some area , that his other brothers 
also cleared and occupied sites and that even now he resides 
with his elder brother. PW - 2 resides near the said elder 
brother s residence . The evidence is unsatisfactory and un 
reliable. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 56 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 October and 
the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. Two witnesses and 
the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 2 does not know any 
thing about the alleged occupation and, according to him , only 
after eviction he took up residence in a place close by . PW - 3 
does not know the months according to the Christian Calendar, 
but says in the statement filed that the trespass was in 1956 
October He says that Peethamparan trespassed on a pro 
perty one month after he trespassed, that the said Peetham 
paran was arrested and taken away and that, though he was 
present there at the time, he was not arrested . The said 
Peethamparan is T. S. No. 53 (disposed of above ) . It was 
proved there , that Peethamparan trespassed and was arrested 
on 11-5-1957 . This shows that if at all this party had trespassed , 
it must have been much later than the period mentioned in the 
statement. The bona fides of this party cannot also be re 
garded as established , even if there was an occupation by him . 
He says that he now resides in one Varki Mani s property 
which is four or five acres in extent and that the said Mani 
went away to Oopputhara when this party was evicted . It 
could as well be, that this party is put forward by the said 
Varki Mani. I am not satisfied with the evidence. The claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 57. 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says in his cross-examina 
tion that the trespass was in 1132 Mithunam . PW - 3, the party, 
says that he and Peethamparan ( T.S.No.53) trespassed at 
about the same time and that the said Peethamparan was 
arrested and taken away. It has already been pointed out in 
the case of T. S. No. 53 that Peethamparan trespassed and was 
arrested on 11-5-1957. PW -2 says that 2 acres was cleared in 
one month s time and that when he first went to the property 
. there were 5 or 5 months old jack plants and peppervines. This 
claim cannot be accepted . 
T. S. No. 58. 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and 
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the party ( PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 is a highly interested 
witness. He resides one mile away . He states that the party 
came from his native place and resided with him ( PW - 1 ) , that 
he knows the party for 4 or 5 years , that he went to this 
alleged site only once, which was in Medom or Edavom and 
that he went there to demand repayment of a loan . All the 
same, he mentions the 4 boundaries. He says that the party 
told him that the trespass was in Chingom -Kanni. Cardamom 
was not cultivated according to PW - 1 and there is no reference 
to Cardamom in the statement filed . According to PW -2 there 
are 200 Cardamom plants even now in this property and his 
evidence would indicate that the principal cultivation was of 
Cardamom . There are, according to the evidence, neighbours 
and no such person was examined . The claim has to be re 
jected . 
T. S. No. 59. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW -1 and the party 
(PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 and the party belong to Thodu 
puzha. The party was previously working for PW - 1. The 
residence of PW - 1 is 34 mile away from the alleged site. He 
does not know the boundaries of any other adjacent occupant. 
He says that the party was residing with the party s brother 
and while so, trespassed . PW -2 says that he had not resided 
with his brother. The evidence is unsatisfactory . This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 60 . 

In this case the party has filed two statements. The first 
statement was filed on 24-9-1958 in which it is stated that the 
trespass was in Dhanu 1132 and the eviction was in 1133 Chin 
gom . The second statement was filed on 17-10-1958 in which it is 
stated that the entry was in Kanni 1132. When he was evicted , is 
not stated . Only the party was examined and though hewas given 
time to examine witnesses , he did not do so or turn up. In his 
evidence he says that immediately after trespass horsegram , 
which can be harvested in 3 months time, was cultivated and 
that before the crop became ripe, he was evicted . This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 61. 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 1132 
Thulam and 1133 Chingom and the extent is said to be one acre . 
PWS- 1 and 2 and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 
states as the northern boundary what is mentioned as the 
western boundary in the statement filed . He was examined 
previously as witness in 2 other cases. He says that he is 
also a trespasser in 1132 , but does not remember the month 
of his trespass . He would say that this party trespassed in 
Thulam . PW - 1 says that the house put up on this site was 
north to south , lengthwise, whereas PW -2 says it was east to 
west. PW - 1 says that there are mango plants in this site as 
stout as fence posts while PW -2 says that there are rio mango 
plants. The claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 62. 

Two acres is claimed to have been occupied and the evic 
tion is said to be in 1957 August. Two witnesses and the party 
were examined . Their evidence regarding the various parti 
culars is substantially consistent. PW - 2 states that he saw 
the occupation first in March 1956. But this does not matter, 
because PW -2 says that his first visit to Valiakandam was in 
March 1956. The party took the value of his share in cash in 
his family partition , with which he carried on a trade, which 
ended in a loss and failed . He has no other property . This 
claim has to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 64 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 and the 
(PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives half a mile away from 
the alleged site. PWS- 1 and 2 belong to the same caste and 
are now close neighbours . There are money dealings between 
them and the native place of both is Thodupuzha. PW - 1 is 
a highly interested witness . No neighbour has been examined . 
The party has not adduced any disinterested evidence . The 
claim cannot be allowed : 
T. S. No. 66. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said o be in 1133 Chingom . PW3-1 and 2 and the 
party (PW -3 ) were examined . The evidence is substantially 
consistent. The party is a Christian and PW - 2 is a Nair . I 
do not find any reason to reject the evidence . This claim has 
to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 68 . 

After 2 witnesses and the party were examined this case 
was conceded by the Government Pleader stating that a tres 
pass case had been taken against him before 25-4-1957. The 
extent claimed and conceded is one acre . The claim has to be 
upheld . 
T. S. No. 71. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1131 Kumbham 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW -1 says that since 
1133 Chingom the party is residing with him . He was a witness 
in another case, earlier . According to him the trespass was in 
1131 Dhanu. He says that he went to the property in Medam 
Edavam and then saw planting work going on . He says that 
he cannot remember when he went to the place of any other 
person. PW - 3 says that after the alleged eviction , when the 
committee members visited , he was not in PW - 1 s property but 
was living in the shed of one Kunjukutty . The evidence of 
PW - 2 is very artificial. I am not satisfied with the evidence, 
The claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 72 . 

Two and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1131 
Dhanu and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . P1V - 1 says that 
the clearing work was done by the party alone in 2 or 3 months. 
PW -3 says that he cleared the area along with his grown up 
sons. The property to his east belongs to one Kurian Kuria 
kose , who belongs to Mekal family , which is an influential 
family of the locality. Residing in the said Kurian s property , 
according to FW -3 , he trespasged . PWs- 1 and 2 say that even 
now the party resides in the property of the said Kurian Kiria 
kose. PW - 2 is a brother of the said Kurian Kuriakosc . PWV- 1 
says that the said Kurian Kuriakose had come on the day of 
the examination of the witness . PW - 3 says that he is residing 
half a mile away, in the house of a person not related to him . 
In para 7 of his statement it is alleged that he is residing with 
a relative. It is clear that PW - 3 resides in Kurian Kuriakose s 
property and he is attempting to supress that fact. The Govern 
ment Pleader contends that this party is a coclie of Kurian 
Kuriakose and he is put forward by him to make this property 
his . The claim cannot be allowed. 
T. S. No. 73 . 

The trespass and eviction , according to the statement filed , 
were respectively in August 1956 and August 1957 and accord 
ing to the evidence of the party, who was examined , they were 
respectively in 1956 October and 1957 October. Even the locality 
is not mentioned in the statement. No other evidence is ad 
duced except that of the party . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 76 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two witnesses and 
the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 does not say the 
month and year of the alleged trespass. He says that he went 
to this site once, to claim back paddy which was given by him 
to the party as a loan . He says that he knows two of the 
boundaries. He resides one mile away from the alleged site . 
The party usually works for him as a coolic. He knows Mekal 
Kuriakose, but says that he does not know whether that Kuria 
kose has any property near this site. According to the state 
ment filed , the eastern boundary is Kuriakose s property. The 
party now resides with PW -2 , one mile away from the alleged 
site . PW -2 says that he has gone to this property twice . 
PW - 3 says that in 1131 Kanni he went to the property of PW - 2 
and from there went and trespassed . He says that his 
marriage was 4 years ago , in the year 1119. He corrects the 
year as 1129 in his re- examination . Similarly hic corrected his 
carlier statement by saying that after residing for one year 
and one month in the property of PWV - 2 lc went and trespas 
sed . The evidence is unsatisfactory. This claim cannot be 
allowed 
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T. S. No. 77 . 

One and a half acres is claimed to have been occupied in 
1132 Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two 
witnesses and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 3 ad 
mits, and DW -6 (the Ranger ) proves with reference to Ext. 
.D9 ( c ) , an entry in the Offence Register, that a trespass case 
was taken against this party on 17-9-57. In his re -examination 
PW - 3 says that the case was taken 3 months after his trespass : 
If so , the trespass was in June 1957 and not before 26-4-57 . PW - 1, 
who was a witness in another case also , says that even now 
there are pepper vines 3 ft. high in this property . PW - 3 says 
that he went and looked and now there are only one or two 
coffee plants on this site. PW - 2 lives 142 miles away from the 
alleged site near the residence of the party s brother, with 
whom the party now resides in Pulianmala . This case has to 
be rejected. 
T. S. No. 79 . 

In this case 2 witnesses were examined . The party did 
not turn up after that and was not examined . The party and 
PW - 1, according to the evidence, reside in the property of 
Mekal family, which owns plenty of lands in Valiakandom . 
PW -2 is a neighbour of Mekal people and he and the party . 
were friends even while they were in their native place, Thodu 
puzha . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 80. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1131 Midhunam 
and the eviction was in 1133 Chingom . " The witnesses and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . Their evidence is substantially 
consistent. PWs- 1 and 2 are the persons who now live nearest . 
to the property . There is no reason to reject the evidence. 
This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 81. 

Twentyfive cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the 
party trespassed after 1956 August and that in September 1956 , 
he went to the place to demand repayment of a loan of paddy 
taken by this party from the church . He says that he went 
to ask on behalf of the church . According to the statement 
filed , the trespass was in Thulam (October-November ) and 
therefore the evidence of PW - 1 is that the party was occupying 
this property about 2 months prior to the date of trespass 
given in the statement. PW - 1 lives one mile away from the 
alleged site, but says in detail the various different crops raise ! 
over small bits of the alleged area occupied . PWS- 1 and 2 
say that the extent was one acre and cardamom was cultivated 
in half an acre. In the statement the extent mentioned is only 
25 cents and cardamom is not said to have been cultivated . 
This claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 82. 

Two and a half acres is said to have been occupacu ... 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Three 
witnesses were examined , including the party. ( PW - 2 ) . PW - 1 
says that he is an adjacent trespasser, but he is unable to men 
tion the name of the person occupying the property on the 
western side of the alleged site. He does not know the extent 
also . The party , PW -2 , says that he was in possession of 314 
acres and that it was he who cleared the property claimed by 
T. S. No. 81. The extent in T. S. No. 81 is 25 cents, but PW - 2 
says that he cleared one acre . PW - 3 says that the entry was 
in 1132 Thulam . The boundaries mentioned by him do rot tally 
with those given in the statement. PW - 3 says that he did not 
see any cultivation in Dhanu but he saw the cultivation in 1953. 
This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 83 . 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Two wit 
nesses and the party (PW - 1 ) were examined . The party says 
that before eviction he resided in this property only for 2 or 3 
months. He also says that even at the time of the trespass, 
the Forest Guards had come and arrested and taken away 
another trespasser. PW - 2 does not say in which month the 
trespass took place. PW - 3 says that when he saw first, the 
house was being put up, that it was in 1132 Kanni and that the 
party resided for 3 , 4 or 5 months . PWS- 1 to 3 are all persons 
belonging to the same community. If the party resided there 
only for 2 or 3 months before eviction , which is stated to be 
in 1133 Chingom , the alleged trespass must be after 26--1-1957. 
This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 84. 

A statement was filed, but no evidence was adduced. The 
claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 85 . 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Kanni and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . Only the 
party was examined , and he deposes that the trespass was in 
Meenam two years ago and the extent was one acre. The 
eastern boundary spoken to by him does not tally with that 
given in the statement filed . This claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 86 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 and 
the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the entry 
was in 1956 , that immediately after trespass a house was put 
up and that three months after that the party was evicted . He 
does not know the boundaries . PW -2 says that the trespass 
was in 1132 and that the party resided there for three months. 
He also says that PW - 1 lives 114 miles away from the alleged 
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site. PW -3 , the party , says that before the trespass, he was 
living as dependant of PW - 1. . If the eviction was in 1133 Chin 
gom and if, as spoken to by PWS- 1 and 2, the party was in 
possession for 3 months only it follows necessarily that the 
trespass was only after 26-4-57. The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 87. 

Half an acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 December 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWs 1 and 2 and 
party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives one mile away 
from the alleged site and the party now lives in his place and 
is his labourer . PW - 1 states that when he visited the pro 
perty one month back , he saw 5 to 6 months old peppervines 
and coffee plants. The planting of peppervines, according to 
PWS- 1 and 2 , was in Edavam , which will be 1957 June. PW - 3 
says that there was no peppervines when he saw the property 
after eviction PW - 2 says that he lives 34 mile away, and 
that there are about 15 houses between his residence and the 
alleged site. According to PWS- 2 and 3, the trespass was to 
wards the end of Dhanu. If so , it must be in January . PW - 3 
said that he told the writer of the statement about the trespass 
in terms of the Kollam Era . The evidence is not satisfactory . 
The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 88 . 

Twentyfive cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 admits that the 
party was working as his labourer and residing in his place 
and that his information about the boundaries is what the 
party told him . There is a Moovattupuzha man , who is a 
neighbour of PW -1 . He says that he does not know that man s 
house name etc. He was asked when he came to this locality 
and the answer was that it was in 1131 and he thinks that it 
was in Meenam . Though he is not very sure about the month 
in which he came, he is very definite regarding the months of 
occupation and eviction . He lives half a mile away and says 
that the extent occupied is half or 34 acre. PW - 2 says that. 
there are absolutely no traces of any cultivation work in the 
property now . The evidence is not satisfactory and the claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 90 . 

In the statement filed , the trespass and eviction are said 
to be respectively in 1956 February and 1957 August. The extent 
is not mentioned . The party alone was examined and he states 
that the trespass was in 1132 Chingom (August -September ) . The 
claim has to be rejected . 
1. S. No. 92. 

In the statement filed , the trespass and eviction are said 
to be respectively in 1132 Thulam and 1133 Chingom . The extent 
is not mentioned . PWS-1 and 2 , who live 142 miles away from 
the alleged site , and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . The 
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boundaries stated by PWS-1 to 3 do not tally with those given 
in the statement. The party used to be employed by PW - 1 
for grazing cattle. The native place of PWS-2 and 3 is the same 
and now they are neighbours . They came together from their 
native place. The evidence is unsatisfactory . This claim has 
to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 93. 

The trespass and eviction respectively are said to he in 1132 
Kanni and 1133 Chingom and the extent occupied is 25 cents . 
Two witnesses and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . Their 
evidence is substantially consistent . PWS- 1 and 2 live about 
5 or 6 furlongs from the site . But it appears that nobody lives 
very near this property . The party s elder brother is in poss 
ession of one acre in his native place. The party says that his 
brother claims it as his exclusive property . The party is 
married and is about 25 years old and was living with his 
brother -in - law from 1128 . He has no land . This claim has 
to be upheld . 
T. S. No. 94 . 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 December and 1957 August . Only the party was examined . 
He owns 242 acres of land and before the alleged trespass and 
after eviction was residing there . There is no disinterested 
evidence. This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 95 . 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 December and 1957 August. The extent or the locality is 
not mentioned in the statement. Only the party was examined 
and his evidence is that he was evicted in 1957 September . This 
claim has to be rejected. 
T. S. No. 96 . 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 August and 1957 August. Neither the locality nor the 
extent is mentioned in the statement. The party (PW - 1) and 
2 other witnesses were examined . PW - 1 says that PWS-2 and 
3 are living one and a half miles away from the alleged site , 
and further says that he does not know the persons living near 
the site at present. In his examination- in -chief he said that 
the extent was one acre. He was asked in cross- examination 
why then the committee noted only 25 cents ? His answer is 
that that is wrong and he was in possession of 2 acres. PW - 2 
says that the party told him that the trespass was in 1132 and 
that he saw the occupation in 1132 Meenam . According to him 
the extent is 112 acres. The boundaries mentioned by him do 
not tally with those given in the statement. He says that the 
party has money dealings with him and used to work for him 
before trespass. PW - 3 says that he does not know the bounda 
ries, the extent, whether any cultivation was done, whether a 
house was put up, or whether the party was evicted. The 
evidence is unsatisfactory and this claim has to be rejected. 

G. 1756 
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T. S. No, 97. 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 August and 1957 August. The locality and extent are not 
mentioned in the statement. Three witnesses were examined, 
including the party (PW - 2 ) . PW - 1 says that the trespass was 
in 1956 October. The boundaries stated by him do not tally 
with the boundaries mentioned in the statement. He says that 
he lives one and a half miles away from the alleged site. He 
gives confused evidence when he says that he got acquainted 
with the party three years ago, that was after the tres 
pass and eviction and he saw him in the forest and that when 
he got acquainted with the party , the latter was residing with 
his younger brother in Kattappana. PW - 2 says that now he 
is living with his younger brother in Kattappana. PW -3 says 
that he lives one and a half miles away and he went to the site 
in 1956 August. PW - 1 is his neighbour. PW -3 does not know 
the boundaries of the property of his neighbour , PW - 1, but 
mentions the 4 boundaries of the alleged site which is one and 
a half miles away from his place . The evidence is not satis 
factory . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 98. 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 February and 1957 August. The locality and the extent 
are not mentioned in the statement. PWs- 1 and 2 and the 
party. (PW - 3) were examined . PWS-1 to 3 have been living 
as neighbours for 5 years and the alleged site is 5 miles away 
from there. PW - 1 says that he went to the site only once , and 
PW - 2 says that he went twice . PW - 1 says that the trespass 
was after the 6th month in 1956, whereas according to PW - 2 
it was early in 1956. No person living near the site has been 
examined . PW - 3 , the party , says that the trespass was in 1132 
and he cannot remember the month . He owns half an acre in 
Kattappana . The evidence is unsatisfactory. The claim has 
to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 99 . 

The trespass and eviction are stated to be respectively in 
1956 February and 1957 August. The extent is not mentioned 
in the statement, but it is recited that the committee had noted 
his cultivation and house. PW - 1 ( the party ) and PW - 2 were 
examined . Both of them say that the trespass was in 1132 
Thulam . According to the statement it was in 1956 February 
which will correspond to 1131 Makaram -Kumbham . PW - 2 lives 
5 miles away from the alleged site. According to him the 
extent is 3 or 4 acres. PW - 1 says that the area occupied was 
one and a half acres. The extent given in Ext . D4 ( A ) is 50 
cents. PWS- 1 and 2 were neighbours before the alleged tres 
pass. PW - 2 knows his neighbour, one Madhavan , for 3 years, 
but knows only two of the boundaries of Madhavan s property . 
He gives all the 4 boundaries of the alleged site. He says that 
he visited the property last in 1132 Meenam . The evidence is 
unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 103. 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW -1 and the party 
(PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 lives two miles away from the 
alleged site. He said that for some days he worked in this 
site for the party for wages at the rate of one rupee four annas 
a day. PW - 2, the party , says that PW -1 did not work on the 
basis of daily wages, but he gave him on the whole Rs. 4 or 5 . 
PW -1 mentions all the four boundaries of the alleged site. He 
says that he has worked in an adjacent site also , which was 
occupied by one Mani, but does not remember three of the 
boundaries of that property and only remembers one boundary , 
which is the site occupied by this party . PW - 1 deposes that 
he cleared 4 or 5 cents to the east of this site, but did not culti 
vate. PW - 2 states that PW - 1 cleared some property lying two 
furlongs to the north of his site. The western boundary of the 
site is a streamlet ( Thodu ) . PW - 1 does not know who occu 
pied the property on the western side of that Thodu. PW - 2 
says that he signed the memorandum sent to the Government 
after his eviction . The memorandum was in March 1957 or 
so . The evidence is unsatisfactory and the claim has to be 
rejected . 
T. S. No. 106 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 October and 
the eviction is said to be in 1957 August, PWs- 1 and 2 and the 
party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 , who was examined on 
3-9-1958 , said that the trespass was 212 years ago and he had 
seen it . If so , it cannot be in October 1956. PW - 1 further 
deposes that there are peppervines 2 years old in the property . 
There was a case against him for causing hurt to Forest Officers . 
What is stated as the southern boundary in the statement, is 
mentioned as the eastern boundary by PW -1. PW - 2 deposes 
that he has been waiting here for 3 days and had given evidence 
as a witness on the previous day also in some other case . He 
was fined in a Forest Trespass case one month before his exami 
nation . The evidence is unsatisfactory. This claim cannot be 
allowed . 
T. S.No. 107. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 November 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August . PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW -3 , the party, deposes 
that he came to this locality in 1131 and lived with his brother 
in -law for about 3 months and trespassed on this site in 1131 
Thulam - Vrischikam . If that is so, the trespass must be in 1955 . 
According to the statement filed , it was in 1956. PW -1 and the 
party belonged to Vazhoor. PW -2 is the father -in -law of PW - 1 
and he lives half a mile away. PW - 1 says that the area within 
the boundaries cut by the party was 6 acres. The evidence is 
unsatisfactory . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 108. 

Three acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
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party ( PW - 2) were examined . PW - 1 lives 34 of a mile away . 
His evidence regarding the boundaries and the crops raised is 
vague. The extent, according to him , was one acre . 

He says 
that he saw the occupation when he was going to fetch his 
bulls. Coffee and jack plants were not planted , according to 
him . But in the statement it is alleged that they were planted . 
This party owns one acre of land in Kattappana. The evidence 
is not satisfactory . The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 109 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1131 Makaram 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party (PW -2 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that the party was 
his labourer ever since he came to this locality in 1131. PW -1 
lives half a mile away from the property . The trespass , accord 
ing to him , was in 1131 Makaram , whereas the party deposes 
that it was in 1131 Dhanu . PW -2 says that he came to this 
locality in 1951. I am not satisfied with the evidence . This 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 110 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 1 is a neighbour 
of the party s brother with whom the party now . resides. That 
brother owns 4 , 5 , acres and before the alleged trespass also 
the party was residing there. The site is one and a half miles 
away . PW - 1 says that his first visit to the site was in 
Kumbham and his last visit was for the purpose of planting 
tapioca . He says that tapioca was planted in Kumbham . 
According to him , the occupation was then one or one and a 
half months old . PW - 2 says that he went to the site in 1132 
Dhanu and then found tapioca and horse - gram crops in this 
site. The evidence is inconsistent and unsatisfactory . The 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 112 . 

Twenty -five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS-1 
and 2 and the party (PW -3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that 
half an acre was occupied and that 2 months after trespass, 
he went there to help in putting up a house. The party s 
brother lives in Pulianmala where the party resided before the 
alleged trespass and after eviction . PW -1 lives in Pulianmala , 
one mile away from the alleged site. He says that he came to 
Pulianmala 4 years ago but cannot remember in which year or 
month . PW - 2 is also a neighbour and friend of the party s 
brother. He too cannot remember in which month he went to 
Pulianmala . In his examination -in -chief he said that the tres 
pass was in 1132 Thulam , but in cross-examination admitted 
that he did not know the year or month . He says that immedi 
ately after trespass horse -gram was cultivated . PW - 3 adnits 
that he had told the committee members , who went there to 
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take the list, that he was in occupation for 8 months previous 
to that. The visit for taking the list was in 1957 December 
or so . The evidence is not satisfactory . The claim has to be 
rejected . 
T. S. No. 113 . 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 October and 1957 September. The extent is not given in 
the statement. PW - 1 and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . 
PW - 1 lives 2 miles away from the alleged site and does not 
know the occupants on the south and north . The eastern 
boundary is said to be a road. He admits that there are several 
persons living between his residence and the alleged site. No 
such person was examined . He went to the property in Midhu 
nam , but did not see any peppervines. PW - 2 says that there 
were peppervines. The party now lives in the property of PW - 1 
and used to work for him as a labourer even before the alleged 
trespass. The evidence is interested and unacceptable . The 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 121. 

The trespass and eviction are said to be respectively in 
1956 October and 1957 September. PWS- 1 and 2 and the party 
(PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that he resides haif a 
mile away from the alleged site. But PW - 3 says that PW - 1 
resides one and a half miles away : PW - 1 is said to have gone 
twice to the property . When he went in Meenam he did not 
see paddy cultivation . He says that the house put up in the 
property was a very small one, only 4 or 5 ft. long. PW -2 lives 
one and a half miles away from the property. He states that 
he also worked for 4 days for clearing the forest growth in 
this site and that even before the clearing, there was a house 
in this property and that was 10 to 15 ft. long. He says that 
there are several permanent residents between his house and 
the alleged site. PW - 3 says that tapioca which can be got in 
6 months (Ethakamutty ) was planted , but he was evicted be 
fore it could be taken . I am not satisfied with the evidence. 
The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 122 . 

One acre was occupied in 1132 Dhanu and the eviction was 
in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 and the party were examined . 
Their evidence is substantially consistent and I do not find any 
reason to reject it . This claim has to be allowed . 
T. S. No. 138 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined. PW - 1 lives one and a 
half miles away from the alleged site. He states that when 
he went to the site in 1132 Vrischikam and also 4 months there 
after there was no house in it. He says that the party was 
residing with his family in another place. He deposes that he 
asked and ascertained the boundaries. PW - 2 lives five miles 
wway from the site, according to him . PW - 3 says that PW - 2 
is residing 7 miles away. PW - 2 , who was examined on 
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29-10-1958, stated that the trespass was one year back . He 
does not know the extent, but mentions the boundaries. He 
has been PW - 3 s friend for 20 years and they had also studied 
together in school. PW - 3 says that the trespass was in Chin 
gom and the eviction in Thulam . He says there are very many 
persons residing near the site. No such person was examined . 
The evidence is not acceptable. The claim has to be rejected . 
-T . S. No. 142 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the alleged eviction was in 1133 Chingom . PWS-1 and 2 
and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined . PW - 1 says that he was 
residing half a mile away from the alleged site at the time of 
the alleged trespass and till six months ago . He says that the 
party was running a hotel and a teashop till six months ago . 
According to him , the house was put up on the site touching 
the road and it was east to west, lengthwise. PW - 1 says that 
the house was south to north , lengthwise. He lives one and a 
half miles away and does not know whether the party was hav 
ing a hotel or teashop. According to PW - 3, he stopped his 
hotel ten months ago. He says that he lived in this property 
for 5 months. PW - 1 says that the father of PW - 3 owns one 
acre adjacent to PW - 1 s residence and that PW - 3 and his wife 
were living there. He does not know the boundaries of that 
adjacent property, but says the boundaries of this site. The 
evidence is not satisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 143. 

Two and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 
and the party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The evidence of both 
is that the trespass was in 1132 Chingom and the extent cleared 
was one acre.PW -1 lives half a mile away. He mentions 3 
boundaries as in the statement but commits a mistake regard 
ing the western boundary . His elder brother is said to have 
occupied a site in Valiakandam . PW - 1 does not know the 
boundaries of that property . The evidence is unsatisfactory . 
The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 144 . 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 
and the party (PW - 2) were examined . The party now lives 
with his brother-in -law and PW -1 is his neighbour now . He 
mentions the boundaries and says that he asked and ascertained 
the boundaries. His brother s son is said to be another occu 
pant and this PW - 1 does not know the boundaries of that pro 
perty . He simply went to the site to see it. The evidence of 
PW - 1 is artificial and not impressive. PW -2 states that after 
he put up a house he went and brought his wife in Dhanu, sug 
gesting by implication that the occupation was before Dhanu . 
I am not satisfied with the evidence. The claim has to be 
rejected . 
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T. S. No. 167. 

One and a half acres is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Thulam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . The 
party alone was examined . He says that from childhood till 
the trespass he was living with his elder brother and parents 
in an extent of 5 , 8 , acres, surveyed and given to his brother. 
He says that he cannot say whether that allotment was in his 
name also. He says that the only thing he can remember is 
that he lived in the site in Dhanu or Makaram . The evidence 
is not satisfactory. The claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 174. 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Vrischi 
kam and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PWS- 1 and 2 
say that the party s wife was not residing in the house in this 
site, whereas PW - 3 says that he was living with his wife and 
children in the house in this site . PW - 1 was employed in 
St. George Tailoring Shop. He says that it was started in 
Kattappana one year ago , whereas according to PW - 2 it was 
started 2 years ago. PW - 2 is said to have gone to the site 
simply to see it. I am not satisfied with the evidence. The 
claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 177. 

In the statement filed , the occupation is stated to be on 
15th Thulam 1131. The extent and the alleged time of eviction 
are not stated . PWs- 1 and 2 and the party (PW - 3) were 
examined. According to PW - 1 the trespass was in 1132 Thulam . 
PW - 2 says that it was in the year 1132 . According to the 
statement it was in 1131. PW - 1 lives 34 mile and PW - 2 one 
mile away from the alleged site. Before the alleged trespass 
and after eviction the party resided near their houses . The 
party used to go for work for PWs- 1 and 2. The evidence can 
not be accepted . The claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 178 . 

Fifty cents is said to have been occupied in 1956 December 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. PWs- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . The party now lives 
in the property of PW - 1. PW - 1 says that adjacent to Vallayam 
kudy thodu, which is the western boundary of the alleged site , 
Mannans had cultivation and that he does not know whether 
this alleged site was occupied by Mannans. According to him , 
immediately after trespass oranges and chillies were planted . 
In the re-examination he said that cultivation by Mannans is 
of Cardamom , as if the cultivation of these persons is of Oranges . 
I may mention here that there was a Mannan s Colony in 
Vellayankudy side and round about this area , and that Mannans 
came and represented to me that they had orange and other 
cultivation and that their sites are being claimed by these 
alleged trespassers . I am not relying on this representation , 
and the finding is based only on the recorded evidence . PW - 2 
does not say a word about oranges in this site , but says that 
on the side of the Vellayankudy thodu there are orange and 
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lemon plantations. PW - 3 says that the eviction was in Kanni. 
If so , it could not be in August, as alleged in the statement. 
He says that he does not know the exact period meant by 1956 
December and 1957 August. The southern boundary stated by 
him does not tally with that given in the statement. He said 
that peppervines were planted in 1102. Then , after thinking 
over it, he corrected the year as 1132. I am not satisfied with 
the evidence. This claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 179 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 November 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September . PWS- 1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . The registered notice 
issued , was not served on him and he did not appear. He 
appeared and filed his statement on 10-12-1958, stating that 
he came on seeing the newspaper publication about this enquiry . 
He says that he had made arrangements with a friend of his, 
here, to give him timely information about the enquiry 
and had gone to his native place, but the friend did not 
give information . has written his own statement. In cross 
examination, he states that he is familiar with the procedure 
in this enquiry , i.e., how statement is drafted , etc. He gives 
prevaricating answers regarding paddy cultivation in the alleg 
ed site, and finally says that there was no paddy cultivation . 
PW - 2 says that he went to the site in 1957 and found the 
stumps of paddy crops.. PW - 2 says that he worked as "Mattal 
for the party . Whereas PW -3 says that PW - 2 did not work . 
PW - 1 says that he lives half a mile away and that after evic 
. tion he went to the place of the party to take leave of him . 
am not satisfied with the evidence. The claim has to be dis 
allowed . 
T. S. No. 180. 

Five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 Dhanu 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . PW - 1 is an interested witness. 
The party works as his coolie . He states that on his recom 
mendation the party now lives in one Mani s place. He does 
not know who are the adjacent trespassers and says that he 
does not know two of the boundaries also . He lives half a mile 
away . In the statement, the occupant of the property on the 

uthern side is stated as Elappara Varki. PW - 2 says that 
Elappara Varki has no property near this site. He says that 
all around the extent of the five cents claimed , there are areas 
to be clared . He also says that when the committee visited 
in Thulam , there was paddy crop here and there in the property . 
The evidence is unsatisfactory and the claim has to be disal 
lowed . 
T. S. No. 184. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1956 August and. 
the eviction is said to be in 1957 August. Only the party was 
examined . It is alleged in the statement that the party tres 
passed , as he has no other property. In evidence , he admits 
that he owns one acre in Kattappana. He says that he does. 


89 


not know the Malayalam Year or month of trespass or eviction 
and that he cannot also say how long he was in actual occu 
pation . The evidence is not acceptable. The claim has to be 
disallowed . 
T. S. No. 185 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party (PW - 2 ) were examined . The evidence of PW - 1 is un 
convincing: He does not know whether the party goes for 
coolie work . He does not know the boundaries, approximate 
extent or other particulars relating to the occupations of the 
neighbours of this site. He states that there is no special reason 
for remembering the particulars regarding this case. He lives 
34 mile away . The party says that he belongs to Kunnathu 
nadu and was employed here, before the alleged trespass and 
after the eviction , in the shop of one Issac who also belongs to 
Kunnathunadu. Issac owns five acres . He has other employees 
under him and they are also said to have trespassed . The 
party s father owns 34 acre in his native place and lives there 
with the brothers of this PW - 2 . The party is unmarried . 
According to him , when he put up a shed on this site, his parents 
came from the native place and resided here and they went 
back when evicted . The evidence cannot be accepted . The 
claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 186 . 

Twenty - five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Dhanu and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PWS- 1 
and 2 and the party (PW - 3 ) were examined . PWS- 1 and 2 say 
that the trespass was in 1132 Chingom , where as according to 
the statement it was in Dhanu . The boundaries stated by 
PWS- 1 to 3 do not tally with those mentioned in the statement. 
PW - 3 says that soon after the trespass he planted tapioca in 
Thulam . PW -2 says that he saw paddy crop in 1132 Chingom , 
and 2 or 3 months after that the party was evicted . The evi 
dence is unsatisfactory and the claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 187. 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Chingom 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party ( PW - 2 ) were examined. According to the evidence of 
the party, the trespass was in Kanni. He was employed in 
the shop of Issac He says that 5 or 6 persons, employed in 
that shop, trespassed on different sites. PW - 1 mentions the 
boundaries and extent of this site. The eastern boundary is 
said to be a road . He does not know who occupied on the 
eastern side of the road . He does not know the extent cleared 
by the persons at the boundaries of this site. He says that he 
worked as Mattal for 3 days in Chingom . He does not remem 
ber in which month the party in turn worked as Mattal for 
hin . The evidence is unsatisfactory . This claim has to be 
rejected . 

G. 1756 
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T. S. No. 194 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Thulam 
and the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the 
party ( PW -2 ) were examined . Both of them say that the tres 
pass was in 1132 Chingom , and the eviction was in 1133 Thulam . 
This evidence does not agree with the statement filed . PW - 1 
says that he is an adjacent trespasser. His name is not in 
Ext. D4 ( A ) . His residence is 2 miles away from the alleged 
site. He does not know near which section of the Kallyana 
thandu Mala the encroachment was . That Mala is about 18 
railes long. PW -2 says that he cultivated 10 cents, whereas, 
according to the statement filed , it is one acre. PW -2 further 
says that he was in possession only for 2 months. This claim 
has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 196 . 

Five acres is said to have been occupied in 1956 November 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September . PWS-1 and 2 
and the party (PW - 3) were examined . PW -1 is T. S. No. 20 
and he says that this party encroached after his trespass and 
therefore he remembers that it was in 1132 Thulam . He says 
that immediately after trespass the party planted tapioca . 
PW - 3, the party, says that he was not able to take the tapioca 
crop , as he was evicted before the crop could be taken . PW - 2 
lives 4 miles away and he says that for digging to remove the 
grass and for putting up a house he worked as Mattal in this 
property. The only boundary he mentions is the northern 
boundary and that does not tally with the northern boundary 
given in the statement. He says that the party was his neigh 
bour before the alleged trespass. PW -3 says that he alone did 
the clearing work and put up the house . If so , the cvidence 
of PW -2 , that he also worked there, is false. PW - 3 says that 
before trespass he was living in a property of his own, one 
acre in extent, 10 miles away . According to him , one month 
after the trespass a house was put up. What is stated in the 
statement is, that the house was put up after 4 months. The 
evidence is unsatisfactory . This claim has to be rejected . 
T. S. No. 197 . 

Two acres is said to have been occupied in 1956 December 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September . The party 

( PW - 1 ) and PWs- 2 and 3 were examined . PW - 1 was living 
with PW - 2 before trespass , and that was 5 , 6 , miles away from 
the alleged site . PW - 2 says that he simply went to the site 
and worked due to friendship . He mentions only the eastern 
boundary. PW -3 mentions only the northern boundary. PWS- 1 
and 2 say that this land slopes towards the east. PW - 3 says 
it slopes southwards. PW - 1 says that paddy was cultivated 
in the entire area , which is 2 acres. PWS-2 and 3 say that only 
half an acre was cultivated with paddy. PW - 1 says that there 
are about 14 trees in the property , out of which about 12 , ac 
cording to PW -3 , are very big . PW - 2 says there is no tree 
in this property and it was a grassy medow . The evidence is 
unsatisfactory. The claim has to be rejected . 
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T. S. No. 198 . 

Five acres is said to have been occupied in 1956 November 
and the eviction is said to be in 1957 September . PWs- 1 and 
2 and the party (PW - 3) were examined . W - l s brother is said 
to be an occupant at one of the boundaries of this site. He 
does not know the boundaries of his brother s property , but . 
mentions the boundaries of this property . According to him , 
3 acres was occupied in 1132 Vrischikam . He says that his 
marriage was in Vrischikam about 2 years ago, but he cannot 
remember the year. PW - 2 says that 4 acres was occupied . 
The suggestion in cross -examination is that he resides in 
Veliilamkandam which is 8 miles away from this site. The party 
now resides in Vellilamkandam , and states he was residing 
there for 6 years. PW - 2 says that he was residing in Vellilam 
kandam , but came to Valiakandam two years ago . PW -3 says 
that the clearing work was done in 412 months and PW - 2 and 
others worked for that. According to PW - 2, he went to work 
only in Meenam . PW - 3 says that Mathai Thommen is related 
to him . He went and trespassed, as asked by Mathai Thommen . 
He says that he trespassed on the eastern side of the property 
occupied by Mathai Thommen . In the statement filed , Mathai 
Thommen s property is shown as the eastern boundary of this 
site. The evidence is not satisfactory . This claim has to be 
disallowed . 
T. S. No. 234 . 

One acre is said to have been occupied in 1132 Kanni and 
the eviction is said to be in 1133 Chingom . PW - 1 and the party 
(PW - 2 ) were examined . Both say that the extent occupied 
is half an acre. The boundaries , except on the western side, 
stated by PWS- 1 and 2 do not tally with the boundaries given 
in the statement. PW - 2 says that the house in the site was 
put up in October and that the corresponding Malayalam month 
is 1132 Mithunam -Karkatakam . He says that horse- gram was 
cultivated . PW - 1 says that immediately after trespass horse 
gram was cultivated . Both say that before that crop was ripe 
for harvest, the party was evicted . PW - 1 also says that 
altogether the party lived in this site only for 6 months. The 
evidence cannot be accepted . The claim has to be disallowed . 
T. S. No. 369. 

Twenty - five cents is said to have been occupied in 1132 
Chingom and the eviction is said to be in 1133. The month is 
not stated. PWs- 1 and 2 and the party ( PW - 3 ) were examined. 
PW - 1 knows the party for 4 , 5 , years. He says that he joined 
in the work of putting up the house and that he also went to 
the property to carry the articles when the party was evicted : 
PWS- 1 to 3 are now neighbours. PW - 1 lives half a mile away 
from the site, according to him , but according to PW -2 , the 
residence of PW - 1 is 112 miles away from the site. PW - 1 was 
examined as witness in another case also. He says that he did 
not see the party living in the site with his wife. The alle 
gation in thse statement is that he party was living with his 
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family . PW -2 says that he heard that 25 cents was cleared 
and house was put up and that he did not see any cultivation 
done there. He says that he first saw the digging for removal 
of grass and then he had gone there with the party . He lives 
142 miles away , near the party s brother s residence . The party 
was living with his brother before trespass and after eviction . 
PW - 2 also says that when he saw first, boundaries had been 
cut for 5 acres, and at the centre , 25 cents had been cleared . 
PW - 2 was also a witness in another case . The party , PW - 3 , 
says that before trespass and after eviction he was living with 
his brother 2 miles away from this site and that PWS-1 and 2 
are his brother s neighbours. PWs- 1 to 3 say that the site 
occupied by this party is in Valiakandam . In the statement 
filed, it is said to be in Kochuthovala . PW - 3 says that Valia 
kandam is 2 miles away from Kochuthovala . The evidence 
is unsatisfactory . This claim has to be rejected . 

In G. O. Ms. No. 679, mentioned at the outset , it was 
directed that the cases of the 369 families claiming bona fide 
occupation prior to 26-4-1957, should be examined . It was 
further ordered that " all cases where bona fide occupation prior 
to 26-4-1957 are proved , those families will be reinstated pro 
vided the plots do not lie within the reserve forest areas" and 
" if they are within the reserve forest areas alternative sites 
will be provided " . The cases of 289 alleged trespassers have 
been - examined above. Though registered notices were issued 
and publications were made in two newspapers, Deshabandhu 
and Manorama, 78 alleged trespassers never appeared , and re 
mained exparte throughout. In two cases vakalats were filed , 
but claim statements were not filed , and the advocate reported 
no instructions and those two also remained exparte and did 
not appear. It has therefore to be found that those 80 who 
did not file claim statements , but remained exparte, have not 
proved that they were in occupation . 

An inspection was made of the localities in which occupa 
tions were claimed , keeping well in view the principles laid 
down in Tallapragada Achutharangayya Versus Ayyangari 
Soorappayya and others (A.I.R. 1939 Madras 61) . Even apart 
from the general principles relating to local inspections in judi 
cial enquiries, there are certain special features in this case. 
On the one hand, it is contended that trespasses were made in 
certain areas over places previously occupied and abandoned 
or from which those persons were ejected . On the other hand 
it is contended in most of the cases that all traces of occupa 
tion were effaced by wild fire and wild elephants or obliterated 
wantonly by the Forest Guards and other subordinate Officers. 
These principles and peculiar features were all kept in mind, 
and a proper judicial approach was made . 

As already stated , the list prepared by the committee and 
the Offence Registers have not been quite helpful in this en 
quiry, though they have not been totally ignored. It is not 
unlikely that the names of several persons, who had trespassed 
before the material date, 26-4-57, were omitted in the list of 
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369, and similarly the names of several, who had not tres 
passed before that date, were included . The evidence in each 
case, therefore, had to be reviewed carefully and that alone 
appeared to be the safe test. In appreciating the evidence , all 
circumstances and aspects were duly taken into account, such 
as the availability or nonavailability of independent and dis 
interested evidence, the quality of the evidence actually ten 
dered , evidence which could have been tendered but withheld , 
the demeanour of the witnesses , etc. 

The question whether any particular occupation was bona 
fide or not was also considered . An occupation by a landless 
and poor person who has to resort to cultivation for finding his 
means of livelihood has been taken as bona fide occupation, if 
he was not occupying as an instrument of others to get at the 
property . The expectation of such an occupant that the land 
might be given to him has also been taken into consideration . 

Trespassers serial No. 273 has occupied a poramboke out 
side the reserve forest area. All the other plots alleged to have 
been occupied are within the reserve forest areas and this is 
not disputed . PW - 1 in T. S. No. 3, examined on behalf of the 
trespassers as a common witness, has admitted this. It may 
also be noted that trespassers serial Nos. 21 and 273 were rot 
evicted and they need not have been included in the list of 
persons alleged to have been evicted . Trespasser serial No. 346 
is an Institution and it is not the case of a family . In the G.O. 
mentioned above what is stated is that the Highland Karshaka 
Sangham represented that 369 families in bona fide occupation 
before 26-4-1957 were evicted. 

In the result, on a review of the cases, my findings are as 
follows : 
I. Sixty persons or families (including the conceded cases ) 

shown as Trespassers Serial Numbers 1, 2 , 6 , 7, 10, 12 
15 , 17 , 19, 21 , 36 , 45 , 49, 52 , 62, 65, 66 , 68 , 80 , 93 , 102, 
117, 122 , 125 , 132, 134 , 137 , 149, 159, 160, 161, 166, 
183, 190 , 201, 202, 203, 204, 205 , 220, 224 , 225 , 228, 
229 , 248 , 259, 260 , 268, 273 , 274 , 318, 322, 324, 333, 336 , 
338 , 339, 342, 348 and 352 were in bona fide occupation 

before 26-4-1957. 
II. Out of these sixty all except No. 273 were in occupa 

tion of plots within the reserve forest areas. 
III. No. 273 was in occupation of a plot outside reserve forest 

4. area . 
IV . Trespassers Serial Numbers 21 and 273 were not evicted . 
V. The remaining 309 trespassers , ( i.e., other than the sixty 

mentioned above) were not in bona fide occupation of 
any plot before 26-4-1957. 

Submitted accordingly . 

( Sd .) 
Enquiry Officer. 
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APPENDIX 


T. S. No. 1. 

Exhibits - Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Ayyappan Chettiyar Raman Chettiyar . 
2. Auseph Devasia . 
3. Auseph Devasia (Party) . 

T. S. No. 2. 
Exhibits -- Nil. 


for 1957 


Witness for the party . 
Varki devasia . 
2. Agasthi Agasthi (Party) . 

T. S. No. 3 
Exhibits forthe party - Nil. 

Exhibits for the Defence . 
D- I. 16-10-1957 Minutes of the Popular Committee. 
D - 2 

5-12-1957 Report of the Popular Committee. 
D- 3 : 

6-1-1958. Minutes of the Committee.. 
D- 4 . 

Carbon copy of the list of the 369 encroachers. 
D- 4. (a) Original of the above list . 
D - 5 19-8-1957. Minutes of the Popular Committee . 
D- 6 . 12-9-1957 

Do. 
D- 7 . .28-9-1957 

Do. 
D- 8 . 

Offence Register of the Forest Department, Ayyappancoil 
Range for 1956 . 

Do. 
D - 10 . 9-4-1957 Telegram from the Agricultural Secretary to the Divisional 

Forest Officer, Kottayam . 
D -10 (a). 10-4-1957. Copy of the Official Memorandum No. L 1-3268 /s7 from 

the Chief Conservator of Forests, to the Divisional Forest 

Officer , Kottayam . 
D - 11. 9-4-1957. Copy of Petition by encroachers in Valiathovala and Valia 

kandam submitted before the Government for stay of 

eviction proceedings. 
D - 12 . 16-4-1957 . Copy of letter No. 126/57 sent to the Divisional Forest 

Officer, Kottayam by the Ranger, Ayyappancoil . 
D - 13 

Copy of the Phonocom sent by the Chief Conservator of 

Forest to the D. F. O., Kottayam .. 
D -13. (a) 

Copy of Telegram sent by Private Secretary to the - Food 

Minister 
D - 14 . 21-4-1957 . Copy of letter No. 04-554 )57 from the Divisional Forest 

Officer to the Chief Conservator of Forest . 
D - 15 . 

Offence Register for the year 1955 (Vol. 1) 
D - 16 . 

Do : 

(Vol . II) 
D - 17 . 3-6-1957 . Copy of Press Release . 


D - 9 . 
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D - 17 (a) 14-6-1957 . Copy of letter No. 126/57 sent by the Ranger, 

Ayyappancoil to the D.F.O. 
D - 18 . 29-7-1957 . Copy of Government Order No. FA- 2-5141 / 57AD 

regarding eviction . 
D - 19 . 22-8-1957 . Copy of D. 0. letter sent by N. A. Varughese, Forest 

Ranger to Sri V. Sukumaran Nair , D.F.O., Kottayam . 
D -20. 27-8-1957.1 Copy of Government Proceedings regarding request for 

permission of protection of crops Order F. A. 2-51411 

57 /A . D. 
D -20 (a ) 3-9-1957. Letter forwarding copy of Order F. A2-5141 / 57. A. D. 

dated 27-8-1957 to the Range Officer, Ayyappancoil. 
D -20 (b) 26-9-1957. Copy of letter sent to the D.F.O., Kottayam by the Range 

Officer, Ayyappancoil. 
D - 21 . 2-11-1957. Copy of G. O. L. Dis. 5141/57 A. D. 
D -21 (a) 8-11-1957. Copy ofletterfrom the Conservatorof Forest to the D.F.O., 

Kottayam . 
D - 22. 20-11-1957. Notice published by the Secretary, Highland Karshaka 

Sangham , Peermade. 
D -23 26-11-1957. Copy of Notice published by the Secretary, Highland Karshaka 

Sangham regarding protest meeting. 
D - 24 . 1-1 2-1957 . Copy of report by the Revenue Divisional Officer 

Sri N. Sritharan Nair regarding the enquiry complaints 

on eviction in Ayyappancoil Forest Range. 
D -25 20-2-1958 . Copy of notice published by the Secretary, Highland 

Karshaka Union . 
D -26 . 4-7-1957 . Copy of G. O. F(A )2.10183 /57 /A . D. 
D - 26 (a) 17-7-1957. Covering letter forwarding the above G. P. to the Range 

Officer 
D -27. 

Proceedings Book of the Popular Committee . 
D - 28 . 

Resolution passed by the Highland Karshaka Union , Kattap 

pana Branch . 
D -28 (a) 21-8-1957 . Letter forwarding the above resolution to the Range 

Officer, Ayyappancoil . 
D - 29 . 

Letter from the Secretary, Highland Karshaka Union Branch , 

Ayyappancoil, to the Ranger, Ayyappancoil. 
13-1-1958 . Copy of the letter No. 238/57 from the Range Officer, 

Ayyappancoil to the Divisional Forest Officer, Kottayam . 


D -30 . 


Witness for the party. 


4 . 


1. Varki Joseph . 
2. Auseph Mathai. 
3. Velayuthapanicker Ayyappan Nair . 
Abraham Mathai (Party). 

Witness for the Defence . 
1. Narayanan Keshavan . 
2. Mathai Thomas . 
3. Narayanan Nair Ayyappan Nair . 

C. M. Pankajakshan Pillai (Foroster). 
5. T. B. Kurunappan (Forester). 
6. N. A. Varughese (Ranger). 


4 . 
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2 . 


3 . 


2 . 


T : S. No.4. 
Exhibits --- Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1. Kurian Varki. 

Paili Varughese . 
Mathai Anthoni (Party) . 

T. S.No. 5. 
Exhibits - Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
1. Pathrose Joseph . 
Mathai Thommen (Party). 

T. S. No. 6 . 
Exhibits - Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1. Auseph George . 
2. Auseph Devasia (Party) . 

T. S. No.. 
Exhibits - Nil. 

Witness for the party .. 
Mathai Joseph . 

Pothen Mathew 
3. Thommen Joseph (Party). 

T. S.No, 8 . 
Exhibits--- N . 


I. 


2 . 


Witness for the party . 
1. Ramapanicker Narayana Menon . 

Varki Joseph . 
Mathai Abraham (Party) . 

T. S.No.9 . 

Exhibits - Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1. Chothi Padmanabhan 
2. Kuruppan Shekaran (Party). 

T. S. No. 1o . 

Exhibits - Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Pathrose Mathai. 

Mathai Chacko 
3 . 

Azhakan Pathrose (Party) . 


1 . 


2 . 


2 . 


2 . 


T. S. No. 11. 

Exhibits Hil. 

Witness for the party. 
1. Kurian Varki. 
2 . Thommen Devasia . 
3. Thommen Joseph (Party) . 

T. S. No. 12. 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
1. Markose John. 
2. Chacko Kuruvila (Party). 

T. S. No. 13 

Exhibits Nil. 

Iitness for the party . 
1. Ayyappan Chettiar Neelakantan Chettiar. 
Chothan Auseph . (Party). 

T. S. No. 14 . 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party. 
1 . Markose Thomas 
Kochira Pappan . (Party). 

T. S. No. 

15 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
1 Varughese Mathew 
2. . Yohannan Mathaj (Party). 

T. S. No. 16 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1. Frenchu Auseph . 
2. MathaiMathai. 
Devasia Devasia. (Party) . 

T. S. No. 17. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
1. Varughese Mathew (Party). 

T. S. No. 18. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party, 
i . Bava Kunjumaidheen Kunju Ravuther 
2. Markose Thomas. 
3. Param Parameswaran (Party) 

G. 1756 
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I. 


2 . 


T. S. No. 19 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Pathrose Mathai 

Markose Chacko 
3 . Mathai Chacko (Party) 

T. S. No. 20 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Chacko (Party) 

T. S. No. 21 

Exhibits for the party 
P - I 5-4-1958 Notice issued to the party by the Range Officer , Ayyappancoil. 

Witness for the party 
Paulose 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 22 . 


I. 


I. 


Exhibits Nil . 


Witness for the party . 


2 . 


Mathai Varki. 
Paulose 
MathaiMathai 


3 . 


(Party) 
T. S. No. 23 . 


Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Mathai Mathai 
ThommiMathai (Party) 

T. S.No. 24 . 


I. 


2 . 


IN 
2 . 


3 . 


Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
Mathai Varki 
Varki Peeli 
Saviour Joseph 

(party ) 
T. S. No. 25. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Mathai Varki 
Varughese Dominik 
Varki Oolahannan (Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 
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2 . 


2 . 


(Party) 


T. S. No. 28 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
1. Oolahannan Varughese 

Oolahannan Oolahannan 
3 . French Anthony (Party) 

T. S. No. 29 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
I. Devasia Mathew 

Varki Abraham 
3 VarkiPathrose 

T.S.No. 30 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Raman Gopi (Party) 

T. S. No. 32. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1 . Kutty Damodharan 
2 . Ayyar Thankappan 
3 . Nanu Gangadharan (Party) 

T. S. No. 33 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Govindan Nair Raman Nair 

Kurian Agasthi 
3 . Auseph Thomman (Party) 

T. S. No. 34 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
Mathai Abraham 
2 . Varki Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 35 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thomas Mathew 

Ayyappan Krishnan 
3 . Oolahannan Auseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 36 . 
Exhibits Nill. 

Witness for the party . 
Govindan Nair Raman Nair . 
Nanu (Party) 


1 . 
2 . 


1 . 
2 . 


1 . 
2 . 


ido 


I. 


1 . 


2 . 


T. S. No. 37. 

Exhibits NII. 

Witness for the party . 
1 . Chacko Devasia . 
2 . 

Skaria George . 
3 . Joseph Mathew (Party) 

T. S. No. 38. 
Exhibits Nill. 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Devasia . 
Varki Kurian 

(Party) . 
T. S. No. 39 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
Sakaria George . 

Varki. 
3 . Auseph Skaria 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 40 . 

Exhibits for the party 
P -1) 5-8-1957. Forest pass issued to the party . 

Witness for the party , 
I. Frenchu Auseph 

Devasia Mathai . 
3 : Thommen Thommen (Party) 

T. S. No. 41. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
James Oommen 
Thommen Saviour 
Peter Alex 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 42 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party , 
Auseph Chacko 
2 . Thoma Varki 
3 . Eenas Joseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 44 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Yohannan Kochurakan . 
2 . Itty Mathai 

T. S. No. 45 
Exhibits Nil 

Witness for the party . 
Markose Pathrose (Party) 


2 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


I. 


I. 
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1 . 
2 . 


1 . 


2 


1 . 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 : 


T. S.No. 46 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Abraham Kunjappy 

(Party) 
Thoma Devasia , 

T. S. No. 47 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Padmanabhan Achari Madhavan Achari 
Mani Emmanuel 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 48 . 
Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party . 
Neelakandan Raghavan 
Joseph John 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 49. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Mani Devasia 
Narayanan Keshavan 
Kuttan Shivaraman 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 51. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party, 
Oolahannan Varughese 
Auseph Dhomas 
Thomas Sakaria 

(Party) 
T. S. No.52 

Witness for the party 
Punnose George 
Oolahannan Kurian 
Peeli Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 53. 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Ramail Narayanan 
Shankaran Peethamparan (Party) 

T. S. No. 54 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathoo Isaac 
Oolahannan Chacko (l arty) 


1 . 
2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
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1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 


1 . 
2 . 


T. S. No. 55 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Kumari Kunjukutty 
Kunjan Krishnan 
Kuruvila Joseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 56 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Kurian Kuriakose 
Varki Varki 
Auseph Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 57 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
ThomasMathew 
Isahac Kuriakose 
Joseph Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 58 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for theparty . 
Kuttan Shankaran 
Narayanan Raghavan (Party) 

T. S. No. 59 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Varki Varki 
Raghavan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 60 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party : 
Varki Joseph 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 61. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Devasia 
Thommen Auseph 
Karampan Kochupilla 
Kaniyar 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 62. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Thankappan Chettiar 
Achuthan Govindan 
Ayyappan Padmanabhan (Party ) 


I. 
2 . 


1 . 


I. 


2 . 
3 . 


I 


2 . 


3 . 
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1 . 


2 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


2 . 


T. S. No. 64 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
Kittu Raman 
Shankaran Kutty (Party) 

T. S. No. 65 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
1 . Raman Damodharan 
2 . Kutty Krishnan 
Kumari Keshavan (Party) 

T. S. No. 66 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the perty . 
Peeli Joseph 

Madhavan Nair Padmanabhan Nair . 
3. Auseph Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 67 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Anthoni 

Mathai John 
3 . Auseph Antony (Party) 

T. S. No. 68 : 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
I. 

Isahac Kuriako . 
2 . Devasia Devasia . 
3 . Kuruvila Thommen 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 69 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Auseph 
Avira Abraham 
Devasia Oolahannan (Party) 

T. S.No. 70 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Pappen kuttappan 

T. S. No. 71. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Vitness for the party . 
Kurian Kuriakose . 
Thommen Thommen 

(Party) 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 


2 . 


Auseph Varki 


10-4 


I. 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


T. S. No. 72. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
Devasia Mathew 
Kurian Agasthi 
Agsthin Varki 

(Par 
T. S. No. 73. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
Velayuthan Nair Madhavan 
Nair 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 76 . 
Exhibits . Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Devasia 
Kurian Thomas 
Varki Auseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 77 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
Devasia Thommen . 
Govindan Nair Raman Nair 
Domini Cheiran 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 79. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party, 
Agasthi Chacko 
Mathai Oolahannan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 80 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Avira Abraham 
Devasia Devasia 
Thommen Varki 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 81. 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Chacko 
Kurian Kurian 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 82 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Thomas George 
Velayuthan Govindan 

(Party) 
Auseph Mathai 


I. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 
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Auseph Thomas 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


T. S. No. 83 

Exhibits Nil . 
Witness for the party 

(Party) 
Markose Thomas 
John Pappachi 

T. S. No. 85 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Devasia Mikayel (Party ) 

i . S. No. 86 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Abraham 
Chacko Varughese 
Thomas George (Party) 

T , S. No, 87 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Thommen 
Chacko Agasthi 
Auseph Thommen (Party) 

T. S. No. 88 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Ithac Auseph 
Achuthan Kunjan (Party ) 

T. S. No. 89 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Neelakantan Raghavan 
Kunjupilla Gopalan (Party) 

T. S. No. 90 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Neelakantan Shivaraman (Party) 

T. S. No. 91 

Exhibits Nil.. 

Witness for the party 
Varki Thomas 

(Party) 


1 . 


2 . 


I. 


I. 
2 . 


Joseph John 


G. 1756 
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1 . 
2 . 
3 


. 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


r . 


1 


T. S. No. 92 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Devasia Mathai 
Varki Varki 
Varki Ittiavara 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 93 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Joseph 
Thommen Pappachon 
Joseph Mathai 

(Party) 
T , S , No. 94 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witnessfor the party 
Narayanan Madhavan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 95 

Exhibits Nil: 

Witness for the party 
Kunjan Kumaran 

(Party) 
T. S , No. 96 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Shankaran Madhavan (Party) 
Avira Avira 
Kunjan Kunjan 

T , S , No. 97 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kunjan Pushkaran 
Kunjan Balan 

(Party) 
Lukose Ibrayel 

T. S. No. 98 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kantan Ayyappan 
Kutty Madhavan 
Kantan Padmanabhan (Party) 

T. S. No. 99 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Ittindan Velayuthan (Party) 
Ittijathi Achuthan 


1 , 
2 . 
3 


1 . 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
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1 . 


2 . 


I. 
2 . 


1 


2 . 


3 . 


T , S , No. 266 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Velu Chettiar Krishnan Chettiar (Partyj 

T. S.No. to2 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Sakaria Joseph 
Philipose Auseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 103 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Anthoni 
Varki Agasthi 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 104 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kuttan Shankaran 
Kunjan Gopalan 
Ayyappan Madhavan (Party) 

T. S. No. 106 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Mathai 
Devasia Devasia 
Avira Agasthin 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 107 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Devasia Mathai 
Mathai Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 108 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Idikula Chacko 
Chacko Auseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 109 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Mathai 
Mathunni Chacko 

(Party) 


I. 


L. 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


Auseph Skaria 


2 


2 . 
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2 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


T. S. 110 

Exhibits Nil . 

Wieness for the party 
Devasia Thomas 
Mani Auseph 
Varki Mani 

(Party) 
T. S : No. 111 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Joseph 
MathaiMathai 
Oolahannan Cherian (Party) 

T. S. No. 112 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathew Varki 
Chacko Varughese 
Abraham George (Party) 

T. S. No. 113 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Varki Mathai 
Ittan Oolahannan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 114 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Shanku Kunjan 
Kumari Madhavan 
Punnose Oolahannan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 116 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Abraham Jacob 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 117 
- Exhibits Nil .. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Joseph 
Punnose Cherian 
Kurian Paili 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 118 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Joseph 
Narayanan Gopalan 
Varki Cherian 

(Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 
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. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


T. S. No. 119 

Exhibits Nil 

Witness for the party 
Ayyappan Thankappan 
Ittiathi Kumari 
Ittintan Narayanan (Party) 

T ... S . No. 120 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kuruvila Chacko 
Chandy Kuriakose 
Mathan lype 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 121 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kunjan Govindan 
Parameswaran Nair Shivaraman Nair 
Oolahannan Varki (Party) 

T. S. No. 122 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Neelakantan Chettiar Thankappan Chettias 
Raman Gopalan 
Kunjan Kunjan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 123 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
Raman Gopalan 
Neelakantan Nair Kumaran Nair 
Govindan Kunjan (Party) 

T. S. No. 125 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Karia Peeter 
Mathai Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 126 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kunju Kochukutty 
Itty Raghavan 
Kelan Raghavan (Party) 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


2 . 
3 . 


Joseph Varki 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


1. S. No : 117 

Exhibits. Nil. 
Witness for the party 


Auseple Varki 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


Abraham George 

T. S. No. 129 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness,or the party 
Mathai Mani 
Joseph Chandy 
Abraham Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 130 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kunjan Kochukochu (Party) 

T. S. No. 131 

Exhibits Nil. 

Vitness for the party 
Qolahannan Devasia Alias Kutty 
Paile Devasia 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 132 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Joseph 
Madhavan Pushkaran 
VarkiMathew 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 133 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Narayana Pillai Vasupillai 
Kochukunju Shanku 
Kelan kutty 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 134 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Oolahannan Paili 
Sakaria Kuriakose 
Mathen George (Party) 

T. S. No. 135 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Kuriakose 
Kelan Raman 
Mathan Mathan 

(Party ) 


1 . 
.2 . 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 
2 . 


T. S. No. 136 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Agasthi Varughese 
2 . Shankaran AchariThankappan - Achari 
3 Chacko Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 137 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Joseph 

Kunjukochu Narayanan 
3 . Joseph Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S , No. 1138 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kuriakose Sakaria 

Oolahannan Chacko 
3 . Auseph Thomas 

(Party) 
T. S. No 139 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Auseph 
3, Karatha Kunju Damodara panickar (Party) 

T. S. No, 149 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
I. Kunju Krishnan 
2 . Shankaran Kunjukuttan (Party) 

T. S. No. 142 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for jhe party 
Joseph Chandy 
2 . Devasia Thommen 
Chennan Nair Krishnan Nair 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 143 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
James Oommen 
2 Thommen Skaria (Party) 

T. S. No. 144. 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
Varki Chacko 
Varki Anthoni.. (Party) 


1 . 


2 . 
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I. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 


1 . 
2 , 


I. 


T. S. No. 145 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
Madhavan Sritharan 
Oommen Chacko (Party) 

T. S. No. 146 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Skaria Anthony 
Thomas Thomas 
Devasia Thomas (Party) 

T. S. No. 147 

Exhibits Nil , 

Witness for the party 
useph Joseph 
Varughese Varki 

(Party) 
T , S , No. 148 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
Joseph Joseph 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 149 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party.. 
Kunjupennu Oolahannan ( Party) 
Kunjan Gopalan 
Ayyappan Madhavan 

: T , S. No. 150 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Chundan Kutty 
Auseph Aprel (Party) 

T. S. No. 151 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Avira Mathai 
Joseph Thomas 
Ausep Ausep 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 152 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Thommen Devasia 
Pappen Velayuthan (Party ) 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


T. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 
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I. 
2 . 


I. 


I. 
2 . 


T. S. No. 153 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Chacko 
Ithak Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 154 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Neelakantan Neelakantan 
Frenchu Thomas (Party) 

T. S , No. 156 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 157 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Varughese 
Avira Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 158 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kelan Gopalan 
Raman Ittindan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 159 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Cherian Punnose 
Mathoo Varughese (Party) 

T. S. No. 160 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Ayyappan Krishnan 
Madhavan Sritharan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 161 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Thomas 
Auseph Domini 
Mathai olahannan (Party) 


- 


1 . 
2 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


Joseph Mathew 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 
G. 1756 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


T. S. No. 162 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Thomas 
Joseph Joseph 
Joseph Kurien 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 163 
* Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Velayuthen Achuthan 
Mathai Dėvasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 164 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for theparty 
Narayanan Nair Narayanan Nair 
Shankaran Narayanan 
KumariNarayanan (Party) 

T. S. No. 165 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kuriako Joseph 
ThomaDevasia 
Devasia Varughese (Party) 

T. S. No. 166 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Oolahannan Chacko 
Oommini Bharathan 
Varki Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 167 

Exhibits Nil: 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Mathew 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 168 

Exhibits Nil.. 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Thommen 
Keshavan Vasu 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 170 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kunjukochu Raman 
Ittiathi Narayanan 
Philipose Philipose (Party) 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
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1 . 


1 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


Auseph Varki 


I. 


2 . 


T. S. No. 172 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Shankaran Gopalan 
Kunjan Keshavan 

T. S. No. 173 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Ittira Keshavan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 174 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
K. Padmakaran 
Kumari Govindan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 175 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kochukunju Narayanan 
Mundi Raman 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 177 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathew Joseph 
Frenchu Sakaria 
Chacko Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 178 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
Devasia Thommen 
Avira Avira 
Skaria Thomas 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 179 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Devasia 
George Thonias 
Chacko Joseph 

T. S. No. 180 

Exhibits Nil. 
Witness for the party 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


1. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


(Party) 


1 . 
2 . 


Joseph Paul 
Agsthi Chacko 


(Party) 
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1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


1 . 
2 . 


T. S. No. 181 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Devasia 
Chacko Kuriakose 
Auseph Kurian 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 183 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
R. Narayana Menon 
Thommen Varki 
AgasthiMathai 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 184 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Varughese Varughese (Party ) 

T. S. No. 185 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Varki 
Thomas Varughese (Party ) 

T. S. No. 186 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Auseph 
Auseph Devasia 
Shankaran Ayyappan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 187 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Narayanan Raghavan 
Devasia Mathew 

T. S. No. 190 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Paili Varughese 
Ayyappan Chettiar Neelakantan Chettiar 
Agasthi Oolahannan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 191 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kora Mani 
Thommen Joseph (Party) 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


2 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 
2 . 


T. S. No. 1922 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Varughese Thomas 
Koshi Baby 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 193 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mani Chacko 
Neelakantan Nair Gopalan Nair 
Mathai Frenchu 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 194 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
Chacko Thomas 
Varki Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 195 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Varki Varki 
Joseph Mathew 
Mani Kuruvila 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 196 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Chacko 
Mathai Thommen 
Mathai Thommen (Party) 

T. S. No. 197 

Exhibits Nil : 

Witness for the party 
Thomas Mathai 

(Party ) 
Varki Varki 
Joseph Devasia 

T. S. No. 198 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Varki 
Chacko Joseph 
Auseph Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 199 
5 Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mariam Mathai 
Thomas Varki 

(Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
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1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


(Party) 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


(Party) 


> 


1 . 
2 . 


T. S. No. 181 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Devasia 
Chacko Kuriakose 
Auseph Kurian 

T. S. No. 183 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
R. Narayana Menon 
Thommen Varki 
AgasthiMathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 184 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Varughese Varughese 

T. S. No. 185 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Varki 
Thomas Varughese (Party) 

T. S. No. 186 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Auseph 
Auseph Devasia 
Shankaran Ayyappan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 187 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
Narayanan Raghavan 
Devasia Mathew 

T. S. No. 190 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Paili Varughese 
Ayyappan Chettiar Neelakantan Chettiar 
Agasthi Oolahannan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 191 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kora Mani 
Thommen Joseph 

(Party) 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


II 


2 . 


1 . 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


T. S. No. 192 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Varughese Thomas 
Koshi Baby 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 193 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mani Chacko 
Neelakantan Nair Gopalan Nair 
Mathai Frenchu 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 194 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Thomas 
Varki Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 195 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Varki Varki 
Joseph Mathew 
Mani Kuruvila 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 196 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Chacko 
Mathai Thommen 
Mathai Thommen 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 197 

Exhibits Nil : 

Witness for the party 
Thomas Mathai 

(Party) 
Varki Varki 
Joseph Devasia 

T. S. No. 198 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Varki 
Chacko Joseph 
Auseph Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 199 
5 Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mariam Mathai 
Thomas Varki 

(Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


I. 


I. 


I. 


T. S. No. 201 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Varki Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 202 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mani Mathew 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 203 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Devasia Devasia 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 204 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Devasia 

(Party) 

T. S. No. 205 
Exhibits for the party 
P - I. 5-4-1958 

Notice issued to the party from the Range Office , Ayyappancoil. 
P - 2 . 2-7-1955 

Receipt issued to the party from the Udumbanchola Panchayat 
Office for payment of House tax for 1954-55. 

Witness for the party 
Oolahannan Thommen 

(Party) 
Chacko Devasia 

T. S. No. 206 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Thommen Thommen . 

Auseph Auseph 
3 . Thomas Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 207 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
1 . Devasia Devasia 
2 . Thommen Varki 

(Party). 
T. S. No. 208 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Itticheriathu Chacko 
2 . 

Auseph Mathai 
3 . Kurian John 

(Party) 


1 . 
2 . 


2 . 


1 . 
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1 . 
2 . 


T. S. No. 209 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Itticheria Chacko 
Auseph Thomas 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 210 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Thommen Thommen 
Auseph Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 211 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Thommen Thommen 


2 . 


I.. 
2. Skaria Skaria 
3 . 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


• Chacko Joseph 

T. S. No. 212 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kuttan Velayuthan 
Kuriakose Varki 
Joseph Joseph 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 213 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Thommen 
Ittindan Keshavan 
Kurian Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 215 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kelan Indan 
Chacko John 
Gopalan Kuttan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 216 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kuttan Narayanan 
Chacko Chacko 
Auseph Mathai 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 217 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Thonimen Varki 
Chacko Chacko 
Agasthi Joseph 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


2 


1 
2 . 


3 . 


( Party) 
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T. S. No. 2018 

Exhibits Nil . 
Witness for the party 


1 . 
2 . 


Auseph Mani 


3 . 


Auseph Devasi 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


3 


I. 
2 . 


Kelan Gopalan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 219 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Abraham 
Kunjan Pappen 
Padmanabhan Narayanan (Party) 

T. S. No. 220 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the part 
Auseph Thommen 
Chacko Mathai 
Mathai Joseph 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 221 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Thomas 
Thommen Abraham 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 222 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Krishnan Sritharan 
Madhavan Achari Raman Achari 
Varki Auseph 

I (Party) 
T. S. No. 224 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Joseph 
Varughese Varughese (Party) 

T. S. No. 225 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witness for the party 
Mathai Thommen 
Mathai Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 226 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Avira Avira 
Parameswaran Damodaran 
Varki Joseph 

(Party) 


1 . 


2 . 


3 . 


T. 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 
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I. 
2 . 


I. 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


Auseph Varki 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


T. S. No. 227 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Abraham Chacko (Party) 
Abraham Kurian 

T. S. No. 228 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathew Thonias 
Kochola Chothi (Party) 

T. S. No. 229 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Mathew Thomas 
Musthafa Hamid 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 230 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Kilian Devasia . 
Varughes Chacko 
Auseph Anthoni (Party) 

T. S. No. 232 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thoma Devasi 
Kadutha Narayanan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 234 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
MathaiMathai 
Velu AchariGopalan 
- Achari 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 236 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party. 
Varki Varki 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 237 
Exhibits Nil 

Witness for the party . 
Chacko Agasthi 
Thommen Thomas 


1 . 


2 . 


1 . 
2 . 


I. 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


Narayanan Nair 

Raghavan Nair 


(Party ) 


G. 1756 
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T. S. No. 238. 
Exhibits Nil . 
Witness for the party . 


1 . 
2 . 


AgasthiSkaria 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 
3 . 


1 . 


2 


Shankaran Raghavan 
Auseph Devasia 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 239 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Krishnan Narayanan 
Ittiavira Mani 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 240 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Shankaran Shankaran 
Adi Kochuraman 
Kutten Chakrapani 

(Party) 
T. S. 243 : 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Joseph 
Thommen Mathai 
Mathai Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 244 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Thomas 
Chacko Joseph 
John Kurian 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 246 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Varki 
Skaria Varki 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 247 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party , 
Chacko Mathai 
Devasia Varki 
MathaiMathoo 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 248 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Agasthi Devasia 
Thommen Auseph 
Mani Abraham 

(Party) 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


2 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 


T. S. No. 249 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Chacko Mathai 
Thommen Thomas 
Mathai Chacko 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 254 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Chacko Aprael 
Thomas Kurian 
Varki Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 255 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Avira 
Devasia Devasia 
Thoma Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 259 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Chacko Joseph 
Kurian Auseph 

(Party ) 
T. S. No.260 . 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Parameswaran Pillai 

ShivaramaPillai 
Varki Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 261. 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Ittiathi Shivan 
Ayyaru Pappen 
Ayyappan Keshavan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 262 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witnessfor the party. 
Deyasia Joseph 
VarkiDevasia 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 264 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Mathai Thommen 
Varki Varki 

(Party) 


I. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


1 . 
2 . 
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I. 
2 . 


I. 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 
2 . 


T. S.No. 268 . 

Exhibits Nil . 
Witness for the party . 
Itticheriathu Chacko 
Auseph Chacko 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 272 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Joseph 
ManiMathai 
Oolahannan Joseph (Party) 

T. S. No. 273. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Krishna Kurupu Raghava 

Kuruppu . 
Gopalan Nair Damodaran 
Nair 

(Party) 
T. S.No. 274 . 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for theparty. 
Auseph Anthoni 
Narayanan Nair Madhavan 
Nair 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 276 . 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Philipose Pothen 
Auseph Thomas 
Thommen Devasia (Party) 

T.S. No. 278 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness of the party 
Thommen Kurian 
Chacko Mathoo 

T. S. No. 281. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Kochu Kochu Govundan 
Mathai Skaria 
Thommen Varki (Party) 

T. S. No. 282 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party , 
Shankaran Raghavan (Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 


1 . 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 
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I. 
2 . 


3 . 


P - 1.14-7-1958 


1 . 
2 . 


2 . 


T. S. No. 283 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Madhavan Madhavan (Party) 

T. S. No. 305 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Varki 
Agasthi Auseph 
Auseph Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 315 

Exhibits for the Party 
Notice issued in C. C. No. 103 of 1958 of the First Class 
Magistrate s Court, Devikulam to the party . 

Witness for the party . 
Luka Devasia 
Shankaran Raghavan 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 316 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Karia 
Auseph Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 317. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Abraham Thomas 
Thomas Kuriakose 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 318 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Abraham Thomas 
Ayyappa Panickar Kesaya Panickar 
Ittindan Shankaran ( Party) 

T. S. No. 319 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Raman Nair Narayanan Nair 
Govinda PillaiRaman Pillai (Party) 
Mathai Auseph 

T. S. No. 320 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party.. 
Ittiayira Joseph 
Govindan Nair Damodaran Nair 
Devasia Anthony (Party ) 


1 . 


I. 


2 . 
39 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 
3 . 
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2 . 


I. 


(Party) 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


3 . 


T. S. No.321. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Kuttan Velayuthen 
Velayudhan Nair Sritharan Nair, (Party) 

T. S. No. 322 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Govindan Nair Narayanan Nair 

T. S. No. 323 
Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party. 
Mathai Kurian 
Mathai Mathai 
Narayanan Raghavan Pillai (Party) 

T. S. No. 324 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Joseph Thomas 
Mikayel Cherian 
Joseph Thomas 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 325. 

Exhibits Nil . 
Witness for the party . 
Oolahannan Devasia 
Govindan Govindan 
Joseph Mathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 326 . 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
MathaiMathai 
Mani Joseph 
ChandiMathai 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 327 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Frenchu Frenchu 
Auseph Auseph 
Auseph Mikayel (Party) 

T. S. No. 328 . 

Exibits Nil . 
Witness for the party . 
Chacko Mathai 
Kunjake Domini 
Kutty Ayyappan (Party) 


1 . 
2 . 


3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 
3 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 
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2 . 


3 . 


Kelan Itty . 


P - 1.13-4-1955 


P - 2 2-12-1956 . 
P - 3 2-12-1956 
P - 4 1-3-1956 


P - 5 19-6-1956 


I. 


2 . 
3 . 


2 . 
3 . 


T. S. No. 329. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party. 
Kunjan Kunjan 
Mikayel Thomas 

(Party.) 
TT. S.No. 333 . 

Exhibits for the party . 
Receipt for payment of house tax for 1954-1955 issued from 

the Udumbanchola Panchayat Office to the party . 
Do : do . do . 

for 1955-1956 . 
Do. do . 

do . for 1956-1957 
Demand Notice issued to the party from the Udumbanchola 

Panchayat Office . 
Do. do . 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Devasia 
Chandy Agasthi 
Thommen Thommen 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 334 . 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
P. P. Shivashankaran Nair 
Narayanan Nair Madhavan Nair 
Shankaran Nair Madhavan Nair 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 335 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Neelakantan Nair Raman Nair 
Vasudevan Nambuthiri Parameswaran Namputhiri 
Ramamarar Parameswaramarar (Party) 

T. S. No. 336 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Varki (Party) 

T. S. No. 338. 

Exhibits for the party . 
Copy of Charge Sheet No. 1 in C. C. No. 787/57 of the 
Devikulam First Class Magistrate s Court. 

Witness for the party 
Thommen Varughese 
Chacko Thomas 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 339 . 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the partrs . 
Mani Varughese (Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


P - I . 


20-3.1957 


I. 


2 . 


1 . 
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I. 


I. 


T. S. No. 341. 

Exhibits for the Party . 
P - 1 19-6-1956 Demand Notice issued to the party from the Udumbanchola 

Panchayat Office . 
P - 2 29-2-1956 Receipt issued to the party from the Range Office . 

Witness for the party . 
Varki Mathew . 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 342. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
1. Oolahannan Cherian (Party) 

T. S. No. 343 

Exhibits for the party 
P - I 5-11-1956 Receipt issued to the party from the Range Office.. 
P - 2 3-12-1956 Receipt for payment of house tax issued to the party for 

1955-1956 from the Udumbañchola Panchayat Office. 
Do. do . 

do . 
P -3 3-1 2-1956 

for 1956-1957 
P - 4 5-1-1959 

Certificate issued to the party from the Udumbanchola 
Panchayat . 

Witness for the party . 
Kurian Varki 
Devasia Thomas 

(Party) 
T.S.No.344 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witness for the party . 
Thommen Devasia 
MathaiMathai 
Abdulkhadar Abdulvahab 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 345 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Thaivathan Chothan 
Kaleb 

( Party) 
T. S. No. 346 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Mathai Sakaria 
Father C. V. Mathew 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 348 . 

Exhibits Nil. 
Witness for the party : 
ManiMani 
Devasia Oolahannan (Party) 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


I. 
2 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 
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1 . 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


I. 


P - I 17-7-1958 . 


T. S. No.-349 
Exibits Nil . 

Witness for the party 
Mani Auseph 
Devasia 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 350. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Devasia Oolahannan 
Pathrose Chacko 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 351 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party . 
Ittindan Raman 
Conni Madhavan 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 352. 

Exhibits for the Party. 
Certificate issued to the party from theFirst Class Magistrate s 

Court, Devikulan for payment of fine in C. C. 363/55 . 
Copy of Judgement in the above C. C. 363/55. 

Witness for the party: 
Karuppan Velư 
Auseph Mathew 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 354. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Kurian Mathai 
Karumpan Itty 
Thommen 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 355 

Exhibits Nil. 
Witness for the party 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 356 . 

Exhibits Nil. 
Witness for the party . 
Mathai Chacko 
Joseph Joseph 

(Party) 


P - 2 6-3-1956 


1 . 


2 . 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 


1 . 


Ayyappan Nair 


2 . 
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I. 


2 . 


(Party) 


J. 


I. 


2 . 
3 . 


T. 6. No. 359 
Exhibits Nil, .. 

Witness for the party 
Kochukunja Velayuthan 
Krishna Pillai, Raman Pillai, 
Chacko Thomas. 

T. S.No. 359 . 

Exhibits Nil! 
Witoess for the party 1... ? 
Joseph Chacko 

T. S. No. 360.0 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party 
John Joseph 
Itty Kunjupappea 
Raghavan Nair 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 361 

.. 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witnessfor the party . 
PT. Sebastian 
Philipose Mathai 
Parameswaran Nair Vasudevan Nair (Party .) 

T. S. No. 362: 
Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party . 
Karian Kurian 
Chacko Mathai 

(Party ) 
T. S. No. 363.. 

Exhibits Nil, 

Witnessfor the party 
Thomas Joseph 
Frenchu Devasi 

(Party) 
T. S. No.365 

Exhibits Nil . 

Witnessfor the party 
Auseph Oolahannan 
Varughese Chacko (Party) 

T. S. No. 366 . 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witness for the party 
Auseph Thommen 
Anthony Derasia 

(Party) 


1 . 


I. 


1 . 
2 . 


13! 


1 . 


2 . 
3 . 


T. S.No. 367. 

Exhibits Nil. 

Witæess for the party 
Avira Sukaria 
Varughese Joseph 
Joseph Joseph 

(Party) 
T. S. No. 389 . 
Exhibits Nil . 

Vitness for the party , 
Mathew Joseph 
Frenchu Skaria 
Varughese Anthoni 

(Party) 


Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 32900 / L2 / 59-1 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th June 1959. 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dis 
pute between the Management of the Woodland Estate Ltd., 
Trivandrum and their workmen represented by the Estates 
Staffs Union of South India , Chetty Street, Kottayam received 
by Government on 2-6-1959 is hereby published under Section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 
1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P.I. JACOB , 

Secretary. 
Before the Labour Court, Quilon 

Present : 
SRI P. SANKU PILLAI , B. A., B , L., 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 98/58 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT, 
THE WOODLAND ESTATES LTD., TRIVANDRUM 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE ESTATE REPRESENTED BY THE ESTATES 
STAFFS UNION OF SOUTH INDIA, CHETTY 

STREET, KOTTAYM . 

AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was refer 
red to me by Government for adjudication under section 10 ( 1) ( c ) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 ) 
by order No. 55056 L2/ 58-1 dated 18-9-1958. The question refer 
red for adjudication relates to " Discharge of K. U. Kurien" . 

In pursuance to the summonses issued to the parties, they 
have appeared and filed in their respective statements and on 
22-5-1959 to which date the case was posted for Hearing, the 
parties have jointly filed a compromise petition settling all the 
disputes between them and it is given below as an annexure : 
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I accordingly accept the above compromise petition and pass 
an award in terms of the same and the annexure given below 
will form part of the award . 
Quilon , 

P. SANKU PILLAI 
1-6-1959. 

Presiding Officer . 
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ANNEXURE 
Before the Labour Court, Quilon 

I. D. No. 98 OF 1958 
Joint petition presented by the Management, Woodland 
Estates Ltd., Trivandrum and the Estate Staffs Union of South 
India , Kottayam . 

The parties hereto hereby agree to compromise the above 
dispute as follows : 

1. Sri K , U : Kurien , Rubber Field Writer will be employed 
under the lessee - Contractor on the same terms and conditions 
of service as under the Management and with continuity of 
service, and during his service under the lessee contractor, he 
will be deemed to be under the employ of the management. 

2. 35 % of the past wages of Sri K. U.Kurien will be paid 
by the management in full settlement of all his clairns hitherto . 

3. The above terms will be implemented within two weeks 
from this day. 

It is therefore prayed that the Hon ble Court be pleased to 
pass an award on the above terms. 

This the 22nd May 1959. 
For the Estate Staffs Union of 
South India 

For the Management 
(Sd.) 

( Sd.) 
K. Bhanu , 

N. K. Thomas , 
Regional Secretary . Manager , Woodland Estates Ltd. 

Trivandrum 

(Sd.) 
G. Sadasivan Nair , 

Advocate. 


Kerala . Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department (Labour) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 32898 /L4 /59. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th June 1959 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the 
dispute between the Manager, Hindustan Motor Service , Vaikom 
and their workmen represented by the General Secretary, 
Vaikom Taluk Motor Mechanical Workers Union , Vaikom 
received by Government on 2-6-1959 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1917 ( Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor 

P. I. JACOB , 

Secretary . 
Before the Labour Court, Quilon 

Present : 
SRI P. SANKU PILLAI, B. A., B. L., 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 108/58. 

Between 

THE MANAGER 
HINDUSTAN MOTOR SERVICE , VAIKOM 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY THE GENERAL SECRETARY , 
VAIKOM TALUK MOTOR AND MECIIANICAL WORKERS 

UNIUN , VAIKOM . 

AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was refer 
red to me by Government for adjudication under section 10 ( 1) (c ) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) 
by Order No. 58869 /L4 / 58 dated 14-10-1958 . The question refer 
red for adjudication relates to " Refusal of employment to Driver 
K. A. Abraham and Checker N. Ramakrishnan of Hindustan 
Motor Service " . 

In pursuance to the summonses issued to the parties , they 
have appeared and filed in their respective statements and in the 
course of the trial of the case , the parties have jointly filed a 
compromise petition settling all the disputes between them and 
it is given below as an Annexure . 

I accordingly accept the above compromise petition and pass 
an award in terms of the same and the Annexure given below 
will form part of the award . 
Quilon , 

P. SANKU PILLAI , 
1-6-1959 

Presiding Officer . 
G. 2089 
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ANNEXURE 
Before the Labour Court, Quilon 

I. D. 108/1958 

Between 
The Management of Hindustan Motor Service; Vaikom 

And 
Their workmen represented by theGeneral Secretary Vaikom 

Motor and Mechanical Workers Union Vaikom . 

Compromise petition filed by the parties 
The parties hereby settle the above dispute on the following 
terms : 

1. The Management of H. M. S. hereby agrees to reinstate 
M / S Abraham , K. I. and Ramakrishnan , N., the two employees 
involved in this reference to their former posts with effect from 
15-6-1959 . 

2. The Management also agrees that the time during which 
the two employees were out of employment will be treated as 
leave without pay . 

3. The Management also agrees that a sum of Rs. 350 ( Three 
hundred and fifty) be paid to the advocate . for the Union , Sri 
N.Gangadhara Menon , Ernakulam , towards costs on or before 
15-6-1959. 

4. The Union agrees to withdraw all other claims against 
the management. 

The parties therefore pray that an award may be passed in 
termsof the above compromise . 

Dated the 27th May 1959 . 
Ernakulam , 
27-5-1959. 


( Sd.) 
27-5-1959 


(Sd .) 


1. C.G.Narayananunny, General Secretary , 

Vaikom Motor and Mechan cal Workers 

Union 
2. C. J. Lukka, Manager , Hindustan Motor 

Service , Vaikom . 
N. Gangadhara Menon , Advocate for the 

Union 
V. V. Sebastian , Honorary Law Officer for 

the Management 


(Sd .) 


( Sd .) 


Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 32659 / L2 / 59-1 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 4th June 1959. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect 
of the dispute between the Management of Messrs. Darragh 
Smail and Co., Ltd., Alleppey and their workmen represented · 
by ( 1) Travancore Coir Factory Workers Union , Alleppey and 
(2 ) the Coir Labour Union , Alleppey received by Government 
on 2-6-1959 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary . 
Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 

Present: 
SRI K. SHAHUL HAMCED, B. a ., L. T. & B. L. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 4 OF 1959 

Between 

THE MANAGEMENT 
OF MESSRS. DARRAGH , SMAIL & Co., LTD., ALLEPPEY . 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE CONCERN REPRESENTED BY ( 1) THE TRAVANCORE 

COIR FACTORY WORKERS UNION , ALLEPPEY AND 

( 2 ) THE COIR LABOUR UNION , ALLEPPEY. 
Representation : 

ForMessrs. Darragh , Smail & Co. Ltd .: Advocate Mr. James 

Mackil, Kottayam . 
For the Travancore Coir Factory Workers Union , Alleppey : - 

Sri B. S. Krishnan , B. A. & B. L. 
For the Coir Labour Union , Alleppey : Sri K. C. Sagen . B. A. 

INTERIM AWARD 
1. These are two petitions filed respectively by the 
Travancore Coir Factory Workers Union , Alleppey and the Coir 
Labour Union , Alleppey, praying for interim reliefs in the 
abovesaid Industrial Dispute No. 4/59. That is an Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Messrs. Darragh , Smail and 
Co., Ltd., Alleppey and their workmen represented by the 

G. 2076 . 
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abovesaid two unions and it was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication under Section 10 (1 ) (d ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 by Government Order No. 73946 /L2 / 58-1 dated 
17-1-1959. The issue referred as mentioned in the annexure to 
the order of reference is " Distribution of work in the C. C. 
Matting Section " . All the parties have filed the usual state 
ments. Before evidence was recorded , the two unions have 
come forward with the abovesaid petitions for interim reliefs. 
The Coir Labour Union was the first to file the petition . Their 
petition was filed on 23-3-1959 . It was alleged by them that 
ever since the beginning of the dispute in 1956, work in the four 
quarter section had been very intermittent ; that no work was 
made available to the workers since January 1959; that there 
are orders on hand for the four quarter looms; that it will take 
considerable time for the disposal of the main dispute ; and that 
therefore the union prayed that the management be ordered to 
distribute the available work on the four quarter looms among 
the four quarter weavers and the work on the larger size 
looms to the workers thereof. Both themangement and the Coir 
Factory Workers Union have filed their objections to the above 
said petition . The management stated that they have no objec 
tion to distribute the avilable four quarter work among the 
four quater workers and the work on the larger size loomsamong 
the workers thereof. But the Coir Factory Workers Union 
raised serious objections in allowing the prayer of the Coir 
Labour Union . Their contentions were that if at all there was 
work in the C. C.Matting Section ever since the beginning of 
the dispute , it is only in the four quarter section ; that weavers 
in the larger width looms are practically without any work 
ever since the beginning of the dispute ; that the four quarter 
weavers have at least intermittent work ; that no discrimination 
can be shown to the four quarter workers alone; that the four 
quarter workers have no exclusive claim to the work on the 
four quarter looms; that the Coir Labour Union has not made . 
out a prima facie case for granting the interim relief and that 
therefore their prayer for interim relief in the manner sought for 
should be rejected . The Coir Factory Workers Union have filed 
their petition for interim relief on 8-4-1959 . They contended as 
follows: From 1955 and even prior to that, the workers engaged 
in the larger width looms had no continuous work , that those 
workers were allowed to work on the four quarter matting looms 
also; that consequent on the dispute raised by the Coir Labour 
Union , even the little work they had was being denied to them , 
that this position is likely to continue until the final decision 
of the main dispute ; and that therefore they prayed that the 
employer be directed either to distribute all the available works 
to all the workers in rotation treating them as workers in one 
and the same department or to pay compensation at the rate of 
Rs. 25 per worker per week until the final decision in the 
The Coir Labour Union has opposed this prayer vehemently 
They contended that the workers on the larger size looms are not 
entitled to claim any share in the work on the four quarter 
looms and that they have no right to it . 

As against this the 
management submitted that they were only anxious for an early 
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resolution of the dispute so as to enable them to resume their 
work as early as possible ; that any interim order passed should 
not cause any waste or entail loss or create additional unrest to 
the working of the company; and that as the dispute is only 
regarding the distribution of work in the C. C. Matling Section , 
the question of compensation does not at all arise . 

2. I have carefully listened to the arguments on either 
side. Two conditions should be satisfied for the granting of an 
interim relief in adjudications. One is that the party seeking 
interim relief should establish a priina facie case, and that 
the other is only such relief could be granted as can be given 
in the final award so that there may not be any inherent 
difficulty in adjustment while making the final award. In this 
case the issue to be decided is the distribution of work in all the 
C.C. Matting looms. am constrained to observe that 
neither the Coir Labour Union nor the Coir Factory Workers 
Union have made out a prima facie case . The management is 
very particular that any interim arrangement ordered should in 
no way cause dislocation of work or land them in greater 
difficulties. Therefore I do not find my way to grant any interim 
relief in this case . Both the petitions will stand dismissed . 
No order as to costs. All the parties are directed to expedite 
the disposal of the main dispute. This interim award will 
take effect from the date of this order . Awarded accordingly . 
Alleppey , 

K. SHAHUL HAMEED, 
28-5-1959 

Industrial Tribunal 
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PART I 
Labour and LocalAdministration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 32661 /L2 / 59-1 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 4th June 1959 . 
The interim award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in 
respect of the dispute between Sri K. Venketeswara Pai, 
General Merchant, Kayamkulam and their workmen represented 
by the A.T.N. T. Sanghom , Kayamkulam , received by Govern 
ment on 2-6-1959 is hereby published under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary . 
Before the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey . 

Present : 
SRI K. SHAHUL HAMEED , B. A., L. T. & B. L. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11 OF 1959. 

Between 
SRI K. VENKETESWARA PAI, 
GENERAL MERCHANT, KAYAMKULAM 

And 
THE NAVIKA THOZHILALIES 
REPRESENTED BY THE A , T. N. T. SANGHOM , KAYAMKULAM . 
Representation : 

For Management : - Messrs. K. P , M. Sherief; 

K. K. Kuncherya, P. Govinda Menon and 
M. C. Varugis , Law Officers of the Central 
Travancore Merchants Association of which Sri 
K. Venketeswara Pai is a member. 
For A. T. N. T. Sanghom : -Sri N. Rajagopalan , 
General Secretary, represented by Advocate Sri 
M. V. Ibrahimkutty , Alleppey . 

INTERIM AWARD . 
1. This is a petition put in by Sri N. Rajagopalan , General 
Secretary of the A : T. N. T. Sanghom praying for interim relief 
in the abovesaid industrial dispute No. 11/59. That is a dispute 
between Sri K. Venketeswara Pai, General Merchant, Kayam 
kulam and the Navika Thozhilalies represented by the A.T.N.T. 
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Sanghom , Kayamkulam . It was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication under Section 10 ( 1) ( d ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 by Government Order No. 4694 /L2 / 59-1 / L & LAD ., 
dated 28-1-1959. The matters in dispute between the parties as 
mentioned in the annexure to the order of reference were as 
. follows : 

( i ) Minimum number of trips to each boatmen 

every month , 
(ii) Abolition of Moopan system , 
(iii) Enhancement of wage - rates, 
(iv ) Restoration of wage cut, effected if any, and 

( v ) Enhancement of bonus. 
The parties have filed the usual statements. Before any 
evidence was recorded , theGeneral Secretary of the A. T. N. T. 
Sanghom has come forward with the interim relief petition 
on 9-3-1959. The petition was supported by an affidavit in 
which the following facts were affirmed. The employer since 
the date of the reference is deliberately refusing to employ 
any of the workmen covered by the reference and is indiscrimi 
nately engaging outside vallom workers and lorries through the 
agency of Moopans ; that by the said refusal the workmen 
involved in this dispute have been driven to starvation ; and 
that the action of the employer is in direct controvention of 
agreements between the parties on the subject. On these grounds 
the petitioners prayed (i) for an order directing the Opposite 
Party not to engage any outside vallom workers or lorries for 
transporting his goods from Cochin , Alleppey, Quilon and Tri 
vandrum and that the work men covered by this dispute and 
mentioned in the appendix attached to the claim statement of 
the Sangliom alone be employed for the said purpose, and ( ii) 
for an order directing the employer that in case he fails to 
provide the workmen with supply of load sufficient to earn a 
minimum of Rs. 270 per month , to pay the Navika Thozhilalies 
mentioned above at the rate of a consolidated wage of Rs. 270 
for each crew of each craft. In reply to the above petition the 
employer has filed an affidavit embodying the following conten 
tions. The members of the A. T. N. T. Sanghom are not his 
workmen . There is no industrial dispute subsisting between 
the Navika Thozhilalies and the employer. This Tribunal has 
no jurisdiction to pass any order on any of the issues referred . 
The employer is transporting goods indented for his trade by 
rail, motor and vallom . Vallom transport is arranged by 
Moopans who are brokers for the seller and the buyer. The 
management has adopted no new practicies since the date of 
the present reference . He has not refused employment to the 
members of the Sanghom . It would be improper and illegal to 
issue an order as prayed for under clause (i). It would be 
equally illegal and unjust to pass an order of the nature prayed 
for under clause (ii) . Therefore the employer submitted that 
the interim relief petition should be dismissed . 
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2. The appellate Tribunal have held in the Punjab National 
Bank Case (1952 1 LLJ 791 at P. 794 ) that a Tribunal can make 
an interim award wherein only such relief could be granted as 
can be given in the final award so that there may not be any 
inherent difficulty in adjustment while making the final award . 
It is also well established that in adjudications the party who 
seeks an interim relief should establish a prima facie case . In 
the present instance the first relief sought for by the Union is in 
the nature of an injunction which cannot be granted by way of 
interim relief. The transport by lorries is absolutely outside 
the ambit of the present reference. As for the prayer mentioned 
in clause ( ii ) Mr. Ibrahimkutty the learned counsel for the 
Union submitted that he does not pass for it. The only prayer 
that remains then is the one to direct the employer to engage 
all the workmen mentioned in the list appended to the claim 
statement for the transport by vallom . For this the employer s 
reply is that he has disputed the very employer- employee 
relationship between these Navika Thozhilalies and himself and 
that if his preliminary objection were to prevail, the Court 
would not have the jurisdiction to pass any order ; much less 
grant the interim relief prayed for. There is much force in this 
argument, and I am constrained to accept it. For the reasons 
stated above, the petition for interim relief fails and it will 
stand dismissed , No order as to costs. 

3. A similar petition was filled by the A.T. N. T. Sanghom 
in Industria al Dispute No. 15/59 also. That is a dispute between 
Sri K. G. Daniel, General Merchant, Kayamkulam and the 
Navika Thozhilalies represented by the abovesaid Sanghom 
referred to this Tribunal for adjudication of the same issues . 
In both these cases, the employer alone is different but the 
unions are the same. The issues to be adjudicated are common . 
The interim relief sought for is on identical grounds. Therefore 
the interim award passed in I. D. 11/59 would apply in I. D. 
15/59 also . The petition for interim relief filed in 1. D. 15/59 
will also stand dismissed for the reasons already stated. No 
order as to costs . 


These interim awards will take effect from the date of the 
orders. Awarded accordingly . 


Alleppey, 
28-5-1959. 


K. SHAHUL HAMEED , 
Industrial Tribunal. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959. 
PARTI 
Labour and Local Administration Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 33042 /L4 /59. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th June 1959. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam in respect 
of the dispute between the Proprietor, Khader Beedi Company, 
Pavertty (via ) Chowghat and their workmen represented by the 
Secretary , Chowghat Firka Beedi Thozhilali Union ( via ) 
Chowghat received by Government on 3-6-1959 is hereby pub 
lished under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Cen 
tral Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB, 

Secretary . 

Before 
SAI K. N. KUNJUKRISHNA PILLAI, B. A., B , L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Ernakulam 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 27 OF 1959 

Between 

THE PROPRIETOR , 
KHADER BEEDI COMPANY, PAVERTTY (VIA ) CHOWGHAT 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
OF THE ABOVE COMPANY REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY, 
CHOWGHAT FIRKA BEEDI THOZHILALI UNION , 

( VIA ) CHOWGHAT. 

AWARD 
The above industrial dispute was referred by Government 
in their Order No. 19501 /L4759 dated 30-3-1959 to this Tribunal. 
The issue referred for adjudication is " Discharge of Sri A. I. 
Sekharan ." The Secretary. Chowghat Firka Beedi Thozhilali 
Union , Chowghat filed his statement on 5-5-1959. 

When the case stood posted for filing of the reply statement 
of the Management, the representatives of the employer and the 
workmen filed a compromise petition on 19th May 1959. Accord 
ing to the compromise petition it is agreed that the Management 
should pay Rs. 100 to the worker A. I. Sekharan and he should 
receive it in full and final settlement of his claims. I feel that 
the terms of the agreement are fair and reasonable and hold that 
there is no subsisting industrial dispute between the parties. 

This award comes into effect from today , 
Ernakulam , 

K. N. KUNJUKRISHNA PILLAI, 
2-6-1959 

Industrial Tribunal. 
G. 2092 
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PARTI 

Revenue (H ) Dopartment 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. 633. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th June 1959. 
In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -sections (2 ) and 
( 3 ) of section 15 of the Agricultural Income Tax Act, 1950 (Act 
XXII of 1950 ) the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following amendments to the Notification No. H2-11955 /57 /RD 
dated 19-9-1957 published in the Gazette dated 1-10-1957, as 
subsequently amended, namely : 

In the schedule to the said notification , for items 29 and 30 
with the entries against then the following shall be substituted , 
namely : - 
" 29. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers South Wynad 

Income Tax Income Tax of the Agricul- and Kozhi 
Officer , Officer tural Income kode Taluks 
Vythiri 

Tax Officer 
Junior 

do . All the powers South Wynad 
Agricultural 

of the Agricul- Taluk 
Income Tax 

tural Income 
Officer, I, 

Tax Officer in 
Vythiri 

respect of asses 
sees whose 
assessable Agri 
cultural Income 
does not exceed 
Rs. 5000 


do . 


do . 


Kozhikode 
Taluk 


Junior 
Agricultural 
Income Tax 
Officer, II, 

Vythiri 
30. Agricultural 

Income Tax 
Officer, 

Badagara 
G. 2072A . 


do. 


All the powers Badagara and 
of the Agricul- Quilandy 
tural Income Taluks 
Tax Officer 
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Junior Agricultural All the powers Badagara 
Agricultural income Tax of the Agricul- Taluk 
Income Tax Officer tural Income 
Officer, I, 

Tax Officer in 
Badagara 

respect of asses 
sees whose 
assessable Agri 
cultural Income 
does not exceed 

Rs. 5000 
Junior 

do . do. 

Quilandy 
Agricultual 

Taluk . 
Income Tax 
Officer, II , 
Badagara. 3.42 

By order of the Governor, 
K. K. RAMANKUTTY, 

Secretary. 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue H Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. MS. 648 /Rev . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 12th June 1959. 
In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 24 of the 
General Sales Tax Act, 1125 (Act XI of 1125 ) the Government 
of Kerala hereby make the following amendment to the G.S.T. 
Rules, 1950 , the same having been previously published as 
required by ub -section (4 ) of the said section , namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Rules, - 

In Rul 46 , between the words " the Sales Tax Officer " and 
Assistant Sales Tax Officer " the following shall be inserted , 
namely 
" Intelligence Officer " . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. M. PETER , 
Deputy Secretary . 


G. 2155 


Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June , 1959. 
PART I 
Labour and Local Administration 
Department 

(Panchayat) 

NOTIFICATION 
No. LA . 8. 51413 /58 / L & LAD. 

Dated, Trivandrum , 15th June 1959. 
S. R. O. No. 23/59 : - The following draft of certain amend 
ments to the Rules relating to travelling allowance to the 
Presidents, Vice Presidents , Members etc., of Panchayats,publi 
shed by the Government of Madras under the Local Administra 
tion Departmert Notification No. XXXIII in the supplement to 
Part I- A of the Fort St. George Gazette dated 24-3-1950, which 
the Government of Kerala propose to make in excercise of the 
powers conferred by sub section ( 1) of section 112 of the 
Madras Village Panchayat Act, 1950 (Act X of 1950) is hereby 
published for general information as required by sub section (2 ) 
of section 113 of the said Act. 

Notice is hereby given that the said draft will be further 
proceeded with on or after 27-7-1959 and that any objection or 
suggestion which may be received from any person with respect 
thereto before the date aforesaid will be considered hy the 
Government Objections and suggestions should be addressed 
to the Secretary to the Government of Kerala , Labour and Local 
Administration Department, Trivandrum . 

DRAFT AMENDMENTS 
In the said Rules, 
1. In rule 1, for the words " Madras Travelling Allowance 
Rules " the foilowing shall be substituted namely 

" Travelling Allowance Rules under the T. S. R.” 
2. For rule 2, the following shall be substituted ; namely 

" The persons mentioned in clauses (a ) , (b ) , (c) and (d ) of 
Rule 1 shall be entitled to Travelling allowance at the following 
rates : - Actual ordinary bus fare or Second class railway fare 
plus D.A.(at the rales admissible to Tahsildars from time to 


time" . 


By order of the Governor , 

P. I. JACOB , 
Secretary . 


G. 2131. 
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PARTI 
Labour and Local Administration Department (Panchayat, 

NOTIFICATION 
L. A. 8-29093 / 59-2 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 25th May 1959 
S. R. O. No. 24 /59. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
the proviso to Section 9 (i) of the Travancort -Cocl in Panchayais 
Act 1950 (Act II of 1950) and all other powers hi reuntu enabling 
and in supersession of the Kerala Governn ent Notificat in No. 
LA 8-66041, 58-1 / L & LAD dated 4-12- .958, tie Gvern eni if 
Kerala hertby extend the term of office of the members of all 
the existing panchaya s Constituled u der the said Act 10 te 
31st day of December 1959 (inclusive) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. 1. JACOB , 
Secretary. 


G. 1883B 
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PARTI 
Labour and Local Administration Department (Panchayat) 

NOTIFICATION 
No LA . 8-29.93 / 59.3 / L & LAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th June 1959. 
S.RO No. 25 / 59 - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 10 ( ) and 21 ( 3 ) of the Madras Village Panchayats Act, 
1950 (Act X of 1950 ) and in supersession of the previous rule 
fixing the term of offie of the members and Presidents of Pan 
chayats, he Government of Kera a hereby make the following 
rule, the same having been previously published as required by 
sub -section (2) of section 113 of the said Act. 

RULE 
The term of office of the Members and Presidents of the 
P. nchayats in the areas referred to as Malabar District in sec 
tion 5 (2 ) of the States Reorganisation Act, 1956 (Central Act 37 
of 1956 ) which were reconstituted un er the Madras Vilage 
Panchavats Act, 19 0 Act X of 1950) is fixed as the period end 
ing on the afternoon of the 31st day of December 1959. 

By order of the Governor, 

P. I. JACOB , 

Secretary . 
G. 2169 
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Section i 
PUBLIC (SPECIAL ) DEPARTMENT 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O.MS. No. 582. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd June 1959 . 
The following rules issued by the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Law are republished for general information . 

Government of India. 

" MINISTRY OF LAW . 
New Delhi, the 25th September, 1957. 
S.R.O. 3084A ( C.L.S.R .) - In exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to Article 309 of the Constitution of India and of 
all other powers enabling him in that behalf, the President 
hereby makes the following rules . 

1. Short title and commencement.- (1 ) These rules may be 
called the Central Legal Service Rules, 1957. 

( 2 ) They shall come into force on the 1st day of October , 
1957. 
2. Definitions. - In these rules, 

( a ) “ duty post” means any post in the Ministry of Law , 
whether permanent or temporary, of a category specified in 
column 3 of the First Schedule ; 

(b ) “ grade" means a grade of the Service; 
(c ) " qualified Legal Practitioner " means 
( i) in relation to recruitment to Grade III of the Service, 

an advocate of a High Court who has practised as 
such for at least ten years or an attorney of the 
High Court of Bombay or Calcutta who has prac 

tised as such for at least eight years; 
( ii) in relation to recruitment to Grade IV of the Service, 

an advocate of a High Court who has practised as 
such for at least seven years or an attorney of the 
High Court of Bombay or Calcutta who has practis 

ed as such for at least five years . 
( d ) " Schedule " means a schedule to these rules; and 

(e ) " Service " means the Centr 1 Legal Service consti 
tuted under rule 3 . 

3. Constitution of the Central Legal Service . - There shall be 
constituted a Service to be known as the Central Legal Service 
consisting of 

( a ) persons appointed to the service at the commencement 
of these rules under rule 6 ; and 
(b ) persons recruited to the Service after such 

commence 
ment under rule 7 . 

4. Strength and composition of the Service.-- (1 ) There 
shall be four grades in the service . 
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(2 ) The strength and composition of the Service and of 
each grade thereof shall be as specified in the First Schedule . 

5. Filling of duty posts. - Every duty post shall be filled by 
appointment thereto of 

( a ) a member of the Service in the appropriate grade; or 

(b ) any other person eligible for recruitment to the 
Service in the appropriate grade: 

Provided that no person shall be appointed to a duty post 
under clause (b ) for a period exceeding four years at a time. 

6. Initial appointments to the Service.- ( 1) The Central 
Government may at the commencement of these rules appoint 
to the Service any person 
( a ) who at the commencement of these rules is holding 

any post specified in Part A of the Second Sche . 

dule ; or 
(b ) any person who, while holding any such post or any 

post specified in Part B of the Second Schedule, 
was temporarily appointed to any other civil post 
under the Central Government and has been 
continuously holding that or any other post under 
the Central Government until the commencement 

of these rules. 
(2 ) Every person appointed to the Service under sub - rule 
( 1 ) shall be appointed to one of the grades. 

7. Recruitment to the Service . - The Central Government 
may after the commencement of these rules recruit to the 
Service 

(a ) In Grade I, any person who has been a member of the 
Indian Civil Service permanently allotted to the judiciary or 
of a State Judicial Service for a period of not less than sixteen 
years or has held a superior post in the Legal Department of a 
State for a period of not less than ten years or is a Central 
Government servant who has had experience in legal affairs for 
not less than sixteen years ; 

(b ) in Grade II, any person who has been a member of a 
State Judicial Service for a period of not less than thirteen 
years or has hold a superior post in the Legal Department of a 
State for a period of not less than seven years or is a Central 
Government servant who has had experience in legal affairs 
for not less than thirteen years; 

(c ) in Grade III, any person who has been a member of a 
State Judicial Service for a period of not less than ten years or 
has held a superior post in the Legal Department of a State for 
a period of not less than five years or is a Central Government 
servant who has had experience in legal affairs for not less than 
ten years or is a qualified legal practitioner of not less than 35 
and not more than 45 years of age, 
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(d ) in Grade IV , auy person who has been a momber of a 
State Judicial Service for a period of not less than seven years 
or has held a superior post in the Legal Department of a State 
for not less than three years or is a Central Government 
servant who has had experience in legal affairs for not less 
than seven years or is a qualified legal practitioner of not less 
than 30 and not more than 45 years of age. 

8. Promotions.-- ( 1) The CentralGovern : ient roay promote 
a member of the Service from a lower grade to a higher grade 
whether in a substantive or officiating capacity . 

( 2 ) Every such promotion shall be by selection . 
9. Seniority .-- ( 1) Members of the Service in a higher 
grade shall be senior to those in a lower grade. 

(2 ) Seniority of members of the Service in any one grade 
shall be determined in accordance with the period of continu 
ous service in a duty post in that grade: 

Provided that the seniority of members of the Service 
appointed under rule 6 shall be determined by the Central 
Government having due regard to the posts previously held by 
them under the Central Government and the length of service 
therein . 

( 3) For the purposes of this rule, continuous service in a 
duty post in a grade shall include 

( a ) any service in a duty post in a higher grade ; 
(b ) any service on deputation in a post which , in the 

opinion of the Central Government, is not lower 

than the duty post in status or responsibility ; and 
( c ) any service in a post specified in the Second Schedule 

which , in the opinion of the Central Government, 

corresponds to or is higher than the duty post. 
( 4 ) Nothing in this rule shall be deemed to preclude the 
Central Government from determining the seniority of any 
member of the Service in such other manner as it deems fit if 
the special circumstances of his case so require. 

10. Pay:-(1 ) The pay or time-scale of pay admissible to a 
member of the Service , or to the incumbent of a duty post, in 
any grade shall be as specified in respect of that grade in 
column 5 of the First Schedule. 

(2 ) Where a person is appointed to any grade, his initial 
pay in that grade shall be at the lowest stage of the time-scale : 

Provided that the Central Government may for special 
reasons direct such pay to be fixed at a higher stage . 

( 3) Any person appointed to the Service under rule 6 
shall draw initial pay in the time- scale of the appropriate grade 
at such stage as the CentralGovernment may direct. 

11. Probation .- (1 ) Every person recruited to the Service 
after the commencement of these rules under rule 7 shall be 
appointed to the Service on probation for a period of one year, 
and any person appointed to the Service at the commencement 
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thereof under rule 6 may be so appointed on probation for such 
period not exceeding one year as the Central Government may 
in each case determine. 

(2 ) The Central Government may in the case of any 
person extend or reduce the period of probation . 

( 3 ) A probationer shall be liable to be discharged fron! 
the Service at any time without assigning any reasons. 

12. Other conditions of Service . - The conditions of service 
ofmembers of the Service in respect of matters for which no 
provision is made in these rules shall be the same as are for the 
time being applicable to other officers of the Government of 
India of corresponding status. 

13. Regulations. - The Central Government may make regu 
laticns, not inconsistant with these rules, to provide for all 
matters for which provision is necessary or expedient for the 
purpose of giving effect to these rules. 

14. Interpretation . - If any question arises relating to the 
interpreta on of these rules , the decision of the Central 
Government thereon shall be final. 


FIRST SCHEDULE 
[ See rules 2 (a ) , 4 (1) , 4 (2 ) and 10 ] 

Central Legal Service. 
( Total strength 28.) 


Grade 


Composition of grade 


Strength of 
grade 

( 2 ) 


Pay or time- scale of pay 


( 1 ) 


Designation of posts 

( 3 ) 


(No. of 
posts 
( 4 ) 


(5 ) 


Grade 


I 


4 


1 
2 
1 


* Rs. 2,750 . 
#Rs. 2,250 . 


Grade 


II 


5 


Grade III 


Additional Secretary and Chief Draftsman 
Joint Secretary and Legal Adviser 
Joint Secretary and Draftsman 
Additional Legal Adviser 
Additional Draftsman 
Deputy Legal Adviser 
Deputy Draftsman 

ssistant Legal Adviser 
Assistant Draftsman 
Deputation Reserve 
Leave Reserve 


Rs. 1600-100-2000 
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Grade IV 


13 


Rs. 1100-50-1300-60-1600 


Rs. 800-50-1150 


Rs. 3,500 for members of the Indian Civil Service and for pre -1931 entrants: within the meanin , 

assigned to that expression in the Central Civil Services (Revision of Pay ) Rules , 1947. 
Rs. 3,000 for members of the Indian Civil Service and for pre - 1931 entrants, within the meaning 

assigned to that expression in the Central Civil Services (Revision of Pay) Rules, 1947. 
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SECOND SCHEDULE 
Superior posts in the Ministry of Law . 

[ See rules 6 (1) Sand 9 (3 ) ] 


PART A 


Additional Secretary and Chief Draftsman . 
Joint Secretary . 
Joint Secretary and Draftsman . 
Additional Draftsmaa . 
Deputy Secretary . 
Deputy Draftsman . 
Under Secretary . 
Assistant Draftsman . 

PART B. 
Joint Secretary and Senior Additional Draftsman . 
Second Solicitor . 
Assistant Solicitor. 

[ No. F. 57 (1 ) 756 -Adm . I ] 
(Sd.) K. V. K. SUNDARAM , 

Secretary . ” 
By order of the Governor, 
N.E.S. RAGHAVACHARI, 

Chief Secretary. 


Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959. 
PART MIT 
NOTIFICATION 

25th May 1959. 
In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 1 : 2 (3) of the 
Madras Village Panchayats Act, 1950 (Act X of 195 ) and in 
supersession of the Notification No. ROC . 12479/58, MLB I. 
dated 5th Decen.ber 1938 published in the Gazette da ed 16t1 
December 1958 the Director of Local Bodies hereby fixes the 
term of office of the Members and of the Presidents elected under 
sub - sec ion ( 2 ) of the said section or of the Members elected in 
their places in casual vacancies in the panchayats constituied for 
the first time in the territories referred to as Malabar District 
in Section 5 (2 ) of the States Reorganisation Act 1956 (Cntral 
Act, 37 of 1956 ) he period ending on the atier- nuon of the 
31st day of December 1959. 


Trivandrum . 


THOMAS MANJOORAN , 
Director of Local Bodies. 
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PART III 
DENTAL WING OF THE MEDICAL COLLEGE , TRIVANDRUM 
PROSPECTUS FOR THE DEGREE OF BACHELOR OF DENTAL 

SURGERY ( B.D.S.) 
No. MC.GL. 827159 . 

17th June 1959 . 
1. Applications are invited for admission to the B.D.S. Course for 
the session commencing from 1st July 1959, from Intermediates and 
Graduates in Science subjects for the seats which may fall vacant after 
admitting the candidates who have passed the Pre-Professional exami 
nation (Dental) of the Kerala University . 
NOTE :-(1 ) Those who do not possess the necessary qualifications for 

admission need not apply . 
( 2 ) Application submitted with certificates defective or incom 

plete will be rejected . 
2. Eligibility for Admission . 

The following candidates are eligible for admission to the B.D.S. 
class : 

(i) Candidates who have passed the Intermediate Examination of 
the erstwhile Travancore University or Kerala University with Physics, 
Chemistry (including Organic Chemistry and practical) and Biology as 
optionals after 1947, and candidates of other Universities who have 
passed the Intermediate in Science (Medical Group) with practical tests . 

(ii) Candidates who have passed the Intermediate Examination (Non 
Medical Group ) with additional test in Biology and Chemistry , of a 
recognised University . 

(iii) Graduates in Science subjects - Physics , Chemistry, Botany or 
Zcology -- of the erstwhile Travancore University or Kerala University 
or any other Universities recognised by the University of Kerala . 

(iv ) Candidates who have passed the Pre-Professional Examination 
(Dental) of the Kerala University - No application for admission to the 
B.D.S. course is necessary in respect of these candidates . 

3. All other conditions being equal, preference will be given to 
candidates proficient in games and with extra-curricular activities dis 
playing a gift for leadership to their credit. 

4. Applicants should have completed the age of 17 years on or 
before the 30th of June of the year of admission to the B.D.S. Course 
or will complete this age within four months after that date . 

5. Candidates who have obtained not less than 45 per cent of the 
total marks in part III of their Intermediate Examination will only be 
considered for admission to the B.D.S. course . 

6. Duration . The curriculum for B.D.S. course extends to four years 
each of which is terminated by an examination . 

7. Fees.- (a ) The fees for the B.D.S. course (four years) are Rs. 250 
per annum . 
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(b ) The above scale is applicable to all the students irrespective of . 
the State in the Indian Union to which they belong . 

( c ) An annual registration fee of Rs. 5 should be paid by the candi 
dates who are admitted to the B.D.S. course. The fee of Rs. 5 paid 
along with the application for admission will be treated as registration 
fee for the 1st year in the case of admitted candidates. 

8. Application forms. - Application forms can be had from the Prin 
cipal, Medical College, Trivandrum Medical College P.O. on payment of 
Rs. 3 towards the cost of the forms including Postal charges. The 
amount should either be remitted at the College Office or sent by Money 
Order to the above address . The money orders which do not contain 
the address to which the form is to be sent and the name of the course 
in the Money Order Coupon will not be accepted. Requisitions unaccom 
panied by Money Order receipt for having remitted the fee of Rs. 3 
will not be taken notice of. This amount is unrefundable . 

Application forms correctly filled together with the following docu 
ments should reach the Principal, Medical College, Trivandrum Medical 
College P.O. not later than 5 p . m . on Saturday 4th July 1959. Applica 
tions received after that date will not be considered . 

Applications may be sent by Registered Post and on the envelope 
it should be marked Application for admission to the B.D.S. course . 

( i) . True copies of the statement of marks obtained in the Inter 
mediate Examination and any higher examination . 

Graduates who are applying should also attach mark lists of all 
the parts in the Degree Examination. 

(ii) True copies of two recent conduct and character certificates , 
one from the Principal of the College in which the candidate studied last . 
( This should also mention the candidate s excellence, if any, in extra 
curricular activities, University Union, National Cadet Corps etc.) and 
another from any other respectable person who knows the candidate . 

(iii) True copies of certificates of recent vaccination against small 
pox and inoculation with T.A.B. Vaccine , not earlier than three months 
before application . 

(iv ) Transfer certificate (this may be produced at the time of 
admission ) . 

( v ) True copy of S.S.L. Certificate ( only in the case of students 
belonging to Universities other than the Kerala University ) . 

( vi) Migration certificate (only in the case of students belonging 
to Universities other than the Kerala University . This may be produced 
at the time of admission ) . 

( vii) True copy of the certificate of community obtained from the 
Director of Harijan Welfare or a Revenue Officer not below the rank 
of Tahsildar in the case of candidates belonging to communities recognis 
ed by Government as scheduled castes, scheduled tribes or educationally 
backward . 

( viii) True copy of the certificate from the Tahsildar stating the 
District to which the candidate belongs to . 

(ix ) Treasury chalan ( from any State Treasury in the Kerala State ) 
for Rs. 5 ( five ) credited to the Government of Kerala under the head 
" XXVII Medical (a ) Medical School and College fees ( i) Medical" . 
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This registration fee which may also be paid in cash or remitted by 
money order , will not be refunded in the case of those who fail to get 
admission and will be adjusted towards registration fee in the case 
of selected candidates . Scheduled castes, Scheduled tribes and Kudumbi 
students are exempted from the payment of this registration fee. 

( x ) Certificate of Physical fitness in the prescribed form attached 
with the application. 

(xi) Certificate of proficiency in extra-curricular activities in the 
prescribed form attached with the application form . 
N. B. - The true copies of the certificates referred to above should be 

attested by a Gazetted Officer or by the head of the institution 
in which the candidate studied last. The originals need be 

produced only at the time of interview or when called for . 
9. Applicants who attempt to canvass or influence the members of 
the selection Board , directly or through relatives or friends, will be dis 
qualified 

10. Payment of fees. - The prescribed fee should be paid into any of 
the Government Treasuries in the Kerala State after mimation of selec 
tion is received , and the chalan receipt forwarded to the Principal, 
Medical College, Trivandrum Medical College P.O. as may be stated 
in the Memo of selection . The fee should be credited to Head " XXVII 
Medical (a ) Medical School and College fees (i) Medical" . 

11. Penalty for default .- If the treasury chalan in support of remit 
tance of tuition fee fails to reach the College office on or before the 
date which will be notified, the candidate will forfeit his seat. 

12 . Date of joining. – Selected candidates who pay the fees in time 
should join the College on the date which will be notified. 

13. Discipline declaration.- Before admission to the College the select 
ed students should submit the following declaration duly signed by them 
and attested by their parents or guardians. Admission will be refused 
if this declaration is not produced . 

the undersigned, a student of the Medical College, 
Trivandrum do hereby agree with the Chief Secretary to the Govern 
ment of Kerala, his successors and assigns to conform from this date to 
the rules and regulations including those relating to the hostel, if I am 
admitted thereto, laid down or to be laid down hereinafter by the Chief 
Secretary to Government, or the Principal for the time being of the 
Medical College, for the due maintenance of discipline at the said 
Medical College, and, I further agree with the said Chief Secretary to 
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Government, his successors and assigns to make good when called upon 
to do so to the Government of Kerala, any damage to furniture, apparatus, 
or other things which may be caused by any carelessness , negligence 
or wantonness on my part" . 

" In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand this day of 


Signature of student. 
Signed by the above named 
In the presence of * 
Occupation and address. 

* to be signed by parent or guardian " . 
14. Other fees and caution deposit. - At the time of admission the 
students should deposit Rs. 25 ( Twenty- five ) as caution money and pay 
Rs. 8 (Eight) as annual subscription to the College Union and College 
Magazine and Rs. 8 (Eight) as annual fee for athletics and Rs. 2 ( Two) 
as stationery fee. 
15. Agreement to serve the Kerala State . 

(i) Students who are State Citizens admitted to the course shall 
agree to serve the Government of Kerala for a period of three years, 
if called upon to do so , within six months of passing the Final B.D.S. 
degree examination . 

(ii) If any student fails to fulfil this condition he or she shall pay 
to the Government a sum of Rs. 5,000 ( Five thousand ) as penalty . 

(iii) The student, if he or she is a major at the time of admission , 
shall execute a bond on Rs. 5 stamp paper in the form given below : 

(iv) A true copy of the agreement should also be furnished with 
the original agreement. 
" Articles of agreement made the 

day of 
One thousand nine hundred and fifty 

between the 
Governor of the State of Kerala (Hereinafter called the Government ). 
of the one part and 

(hereinafter called the Bounden ) of the 
other part. 

Whereas the Government of Kerala have granted admission to the 
above bounden in the Medical College, Trivandrum for B.D.S. Degree 
course, it is hereby mutually agreed 

( 1 ) That the Bounden on the completion of his her study in the 

Medical College and obtaining a degree shall serve the Gov 
ernment of Kerala and will not take up service elsewhere 


5 


for a period of three years if an appointment is offered to 
him /her by the Government of Kerala within a period of six 

months after taking his her degree. 
( 2 ) That in case the Bounden fails to fulfil the abovesaid condition 

he she shall pay to the Government the sum of Rs. 5,000 

(Five thousand) by way of penalty . 
( 3 ) That all sums found due to the Government under or by 

virtue of this agreement may be recovered from the Bounden 
as such sums were arrears of land revenue under the provi 
sions of the Revenue Recovery Act for the time being in force 

or in such other manner as the Government deem fit . 
In witness whereof the said Bounden has hereunto set his /her hand 
the day and year first above written . 

Signed, Sealed and delivered by the Secretary 
to Government, Government of Kerala acting 
for and on behalf of the Governor of the 

State of Kerala . 
In the presence of witness 
1 . 
2 . 
Signed and delivered by the said Bounden 
In the presence of witness 
1 . 
2 . 


( At least one of the witnesses should be a Gazetted Officer in each 
case ) 


( v ) In the case of a student who is a minor at the time of admission , 
the parent or guardian of the student shall execute the bond on Rs. 5 
(five) stamp paper in the form given below , (with two sureties). 
NOTE :-1. Cash security in the form of National Savings Certificates or 

other Government bonds to the value of Rs. 5,000 will be accepted 
as an alternative to this provision in case the parent guerdian 

is willing to furnish it . 
2. Bonds executed without sureties will be accepted in case the 

Principal is satisfied that the security given by the parent/guar 

dian is sufficient for it. 
N. B. - In the case of bonds executed in accordance with Note 2 to sub 

section ( v ) of rule 15 , the portion marked out in square brackets 
will be deleted, 


.. 


" Articles of agreement made the 

day 
of .. 

One thousand nine hundred and fifty .. 
between the Governor of the State of Kerala (hereinafter called the 
Government ) of the one part and ( 1) 

parent| guardian 
of the minor scholar .. 

(hereinafter called the Bounden 
[ ( 2 ) .... and ( 3 ) 

(hereinafter called the sureties ) ] of 
the other part. 

Whereas the Government of Kerala have granted admission to the 
said scholar .. .... in the Medical College, Trivandrum for the B.D.S. 
Degree course on condition that the scholar on the completion of his her 
study in the Medical College and obtaining a degree serve the Govern 
ment of Kerala and will not take up service elsewhere for a period of 
three years, if an appointment is offered to him her by the Govern 
ment of Kerala within a period of six months after taking his /her degree, 
it is hereby agreed that 

( 1 ) In case the scholar fails to fulfil the above said condition of this 

agreement the Bounden and the sureties shall pay the Govern 

ment the sum of Rs. 5,000 ( Five thousand ) by way of Penalty . 
( 2 ) That all sums found due to the Government under or by virtue 

of this agreement may be recovered from the Bounden and 
the sureties jointly or severally or both , as if such sums were 
arrears of land revenue under the provisions of the Revenue 
Recovery Act for the time being in force or in such other 

manner as the Government may deem fit . 
In witness whereof the parties hereunto have set their hands the 
day and year first above written . 

Signed , sealed and delivered by the Secretary 

to Government, Government of Kerala , acting 
for and on behalf of the Governor of the State 

of Kerala . 
In the presence of witness. 
1 . 
2 . 
Signed and delivered by the said Bounden 
In the presence of witness . 
1 . 
2 . 
[ Signed and delivered by the Sureties . 
1 . 
2 . 
In the presence of witness . 
1 . 
2.] 

At least one of the witnesses should be a Gazetted Officer in each 
cage ) , 
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16. College Union and Athletics. - All students should become members 
of the College Union and are expected to take part in games and athletics . 

17. Hostel. - Students should sign a hostel discipline declaration and 
live in hostels attached to the College unless exempted by the Principal 
in the case of students living with the parents or guardians . Hostel 
charges for meals, room rent etc., are expected to range from Rs. 65-70 


per month 


18. Scheduled Caste , Scheduled Tribe and Backward Community 
Students . Students of Scheduled Castes , Scheduled Tribes and Back 
ward Communities eligible for educational concessions will be exempted 
from the payment of fees as per current Government orders. 

19. College Calendar. - Copies of the College Calendar will be supplied 
from the College office on payment of Re. 1 (One ) 
Trivandrum , 

M. THANGAVELU , 
16th June 1959 . 

Principal, Medical College. 


Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 23rd June, 1959 . 
PART III 
TRAINING SCHOOL LEAVING CERTIFICATE EXAMINATION 

SEPTEMBER 1959 
(MALABAR AND KASARGODE AREA) 
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4 


5 


6 


C2-1350/ 59 . 

17th June, 1959 . 
The next Training School Leaving Certificate Examination (Malabar and 
Kasargode area) Secondary and Elementary grades respectively will be held at the 
centres noted below in accordance with the following time- table. There will 
be no examination under the Adhoc Scheme in September 1959. Only one more 
exahy,nation in Elementary grade will be conducted . 

2. Details regarding the centres and place of examination are given below : 
Sl. No. Name of Centre. 

Place of Examination , 
Pavaratty 

St. Joseph s H. S. Pavaratty. 
Ottappalam 

L. S. & Secondary and Training School, 

Ottappalam 
Kozhikode (Women ) Government Secondary and Training School 

for Women, Kozhikode. 
Kozhikode (Men) 

Government Training School for Men , 

Kozhikode. 
Cannanore 

Government Training School for Men , 

Cannanore. 
Tellicherry 

Government Brennen College H. S. 

Tellicherry 
The Chief Superintendents for the Examinations will be the head of the Insti 
tutions in which the examinations are conducted. All candidates should produce 
their admission tickets before the Chief Superintendent, as and when required. 

N. B. The Admission Ticket of all candidates who appear for the examination 
will be issued by the respective Chief Superintendents . Candidates may obtain 
their hall tickets from the respective Chief Superintendents at least three daysbefore 
the first day of the examination . The Examination is opened to all candidates who 
are eligible to appear for the training School Leaving Certificate Examination . 
The subjects of Examination are as follows : 

SECONDARY GRADE 
Education 1 - Educational Psychology and Child Study. 

Education II — School Administration . 
3. English Methods... 
4. Special methods (Non- language subjects) I. Mathematics and General 

Science. 
5. Special methods (Non -language subjects) II Social studies. 
6. A language of the State (Methods and texts ). 

Language : Candidates will be examined from the Text Books prescribed for 
the examination held in April 1959. 
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ELEMENTARY GRADE 
Educational Psychology and Child Study. 

School Administration . 
3. Language of the State (Methods and texts.) 
Methods of teaching I. 

(a) Elementary Mathematics. 

(6) Naturestudy and Gardening . 
5. Methods of teaching II. 

(a) Indian History and Civics. 

(b) Geography 
6. Rural Social Problems. 

Languages — The Candidates will be examined from the Text Books prescribed 
for study in Training School during the School Year 1957-58. 

4. Pupils who have already appeared for T. S. L. C. Examination once and 
failed in the examination may however appear for the subsequent examination 
without further training. 

The Fee for the examination is as follows : 

For the whole Examination . 
Secondary Grade 

Rs. 10 
Elementary Grade 

Rs. 6 
For a subsequent Examination . 
For a single subject or single group of subjects : 
Secondary Grade 

Rs. 
Elementary Grade 

Rs. 
For More than a single subject or a single group 

of Subjects : 
Secondary Grade 
Elementary Grade 

Rs. 6 . 
6. Fees for admission to the Examination should be paid into a Government 
Treasury or in a State Bank to the head of account XXVI E. c. 1 to the Credit 
of Kerala State and the receipt obtained and forwarded to this Office. No fees 
will be received in this Office . 

In no circumstances will any fee which has been paid , be refunded or reserved 
as the fee for a subsequent examination , 

7. Candidates may select a centre nearest to their place of residence with a 
view to facilitate identification . They are not allowed to name more than one 
centre. Application for change of centre will not be entertained . 

8. The last date of remittance of examination fee is 30th June 1959 without 
fine and 7th July 1959 with a fine of Re.. 

The application for admission to the examination should be sent to the follow 
ing address. 
Το 
The Director of Text Books & Examinations , 

Trivandrum . 
Insufficiently stamped or wrongly addressed covers containing applications 
will not be accepted . 

9. Applications of the ex -students , not received through the heads of the 
Training School in which they underwent the training course will not be considered . 
No notice will be taken of individual applications sent direct to this Office. They 
should apply for the examination in the prescribed form which is annexed to 

this 
notification . The Heads of the Institutions while forwarding the applications of 
the ex -students should send the T. S. L. C. of the candidate to this Office, 


Rs. 10 
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Printed application Forms will not be supplied from this Office . Candidates 
will have to submit their applications in manuscript in the forın annexed to this 
notification . Applications should be prepared in half sheets of Foolscap paper and 
the particulars may either be neatly written or typewritten . 

10. SECONDARY GRADE (PRIVATE TEACHER CANDIDATES) 

(Under rule 138 of theMadras Educational Rules as amended in G. O. M. S. 
No. 1758 , Education , dated the 22nd November 1944 and G. O.M. S. No. 1386 , 
Education dated 11th September, 1945 and Government Memo No. 70123 -C1 /49 , 
Education , dated 8th November, 1949) . 

Government have permitted Higher Elementary Grade Teachers who have 
undergone the Higher Elementary Grade training course introduced from the 
School Year 1940-41 and who have passed the University Matriculation Examina 
tion orotherwise eligible for admission to University Courses of studies and Higher 
Elementary grade Trained Teachers under the old scheme, provided they have passed 
the Matriculation Examination or have otherwise secured eligibility for admission 
to University course of study and provided they have had at least 5 years teaching 
experience subsequent to their passing Higher Elementary Grade Training,to appear 
as private candidates for the T, S.L. C. Examination of the secondary grade. 

The Higher Elementary Grade trained teachers who have secured in the S. S. 
L. C. (1929 scheme) the following marks. 
First language 

35 percent. 
English 

30 percent. 
Elementary Mathematics 

25 percent. 
Elementary Science 

25 percent. 
History and Geography 

25 percent. 
Group C Optional 

20 percent. 
are also eligible for admission to the secondary grade T. S. L. C. Examination as 
private candidates. Government have also permitted that Teachers of the Higher 
Elementary Grade who appeared for the S. S. L. C. Examination under Pre-1929 
Schemeor for the Matriculation Examination of the Madras or Andhra Universities 
and failed to secure marks declaring them eligible for admission to University 
course ofstudies or for entrance to the Public Service be permitted to appear for the 
Secondary Grade T. S. L. C. Examination as Private Candidates if they had obtained 
the following marks and have had required the teaching experience. 

S. S. L. C. (Pre 1929 scheme) 
First language 

35 per cent. 
English 

30 per cent. 
Elementary Mathematics 

30 per cent. 
Optional ( two) 

25 per cent each . 
(1948 Reorganised scheme) 
First Language 

35 per cent. 
English 

30 per cent. 
General Mathematics 

30 per cent. 
General Science 

25 per cent. 
SocialStudies 

25 per cent. 
Special subjects 

30 per cent cach . 
The marks prescribed for the Special subjects shall be applicable in the case 
of candidates who are exempted from one ormore of the subjects 3, 4 or 5 above . 
Special subjects shall be ignored in cases where all the first five subjects referred to 
above are presented at the examination. 


Matriculation . 


First Language 

35 per cent. 
English 

30 per cent. 
Elementary Mathematics 

30 per cent. 
Elementary Science 

25 per cent. 
History and Geography 

25 per cent. 
Note :--Holders of Sanskrit Entrance Examination Certificate declared eligible 

for admission to Intermediate course Group D under Part III are not 
eligible for appearing privately for the T. S. L. C. Examination of the 
Secondary Grade under the provisions of the orders of Government. 
Candidates appearing for the first time must take their examinations in all 

the subjects . 
11. The application should be submitted through the District Educational 
Officers concerned . 

12. Private Candidates will not be supplied with printed application forms, 
They have to submit their applications in manuscript in the form annexed to this. 
Notification . Applications should be prepared in half sheets of foolscap paper 
and particulars may either be neatly written or typewritten . 

The Candidates Training School Leaving Certificate of Elementary Grade , 
the Secondary School Leaving Certificate or the Matriculation Examination Certi 
ficate issued by the University should be submitted along with the application . 

The Inspecting Officers will forward all the applications with the attached fee 
receipts (dated and signed by the Treasury Officer granting them ) not later than 
8th July 1959. 
То 
The Director of Text Books & Examinations, 

Trivandrum 
No late applications will be accepted. 
·Note :—To avoid unnecessary correspondence after the receipt of applications 

Inspecting Officers are particularly requested to see before they countersign 
applications that the following documents are submitted by the candidates. 
(1) Application in the Prescribed Form . 
(2) T. S. L. C. in original) 
(3) S. S. L. C. or Matriculation Certificate (in original) . 

(4) Service certificate in the case of candidates who underwent training 
according to the old scheme. 

All applications must be countersigned by the Inspecting Officers even though 
the candidates once appeared and failed. 

The address of candidates who apply for the examination should bemaintained 
by the Inspecting Officers concerned . 
Applications not received through the Inspecting Officers will not be considered . 

In order that the applications may reach this Office on the due date, candidates 
should remit their fees sufficiently early so that their applications are in the hands 
of the Inspecting Officers seven clear working days before the date fixed . 

Candidates will produce before the Chief Superintendent of the Examination 
of the centre mentioned in the application an identification certificate from the 
Assistant Educational Officer concerned, in whose jurisdiction the teacher is employed 
or resides. 
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Candidates who do not behave properly towardsthe Chief and Assistant Superin 
tendents of the Examination or are suspected ofhaving had recourse to malpractice 
of any kind in connection with the examination or whose answer papers contain 
objectionable matter are liable to have their examination invalidated and also to be 
debarred from appearing again for the examination for such term of years as the 
Director may think fit, or if he is not satisfied, for any reason whatsoever as to the 
trustworthiness of their results their results ,may be cancelled or they mayberequired 
to undergo a re-examination at some future date to be fixed in any one or more 
of the subjects of the examination for which they appeared, their success or failure 
being determined on the results of such re - examination . 

All the candidates whose names are included in the list will be deemed to have 
given an undertaking that they will abide by all the rules now in force or those to 
be brought into effect hereafter in respect of the examination including the following. 
No re-valuation of answer paper is permissible. 

Applications from unsuccessful candidates or from persons on their behalt 
askingfor information as to the cause of failure or for a re-valuation of their answer 
papers will not be attended to . 
The Time Table for the examination is as follows : 
Days and Hours 1959 

Subjects . 

SECONDARY GRADE 
Thursday 17th September Education 1 (Educational Psychology and 
TO A.M. to 12 NOON 

Child Study) 
2 P.M. to 4 P.M. 

Education II (School Administration ) 
Friday 18th September 

English (Methods) 
10 A.M. to 12 NOON 
2 P.M. to 5 P.M. 

Special Methods I- Mathematics and 

General Science 
Saturday 19th September Special Methods II--Social Studies 

10 A.M. to 12-30 P.M. 
2 P.M . to 4-30 P.M. 

A language of the State 


ELEMENTARY GRADE 
Thursday 17th September 
10 A.M. to 12-30 P.M. 

Methods of Teaching (Language texts ) 
2 P.M. to 4 P.M. 

School Administration 
Friday 18th September 

TO A.M. to 12 NOON Educational Psychology and Child Study 
2 P.M. to 4-30 P.M. Methods of Teaching 1- Elementary Mathe 

matics and Naturcstudy and Gardening 
Saturday 19th September Methods of Teaching 11--Indian History 
10 A.M. to 12-30 P.M. 

Civics and Geography. 
2 P.M. to 4 P.M. 

Rural Social Problems. 
Note :—The above time- table will be strictly following as published eventhough 

after thepublication of it, a holiday is declared on any day of the examina 
tion and that examination should not under any circumsatnces bestopped 
without the express written orders of the Director of Text Books and 
Examinations. 


Geography, Nature Study, History of India and Elementary Mathematics 
Candidates must bring to the Examination hall a pencil, a rubber , coloured cryaons, 
a foot rule and pair of compasses, a protractor and set squares. 

Questioa papers on each of Specialmethods-1Mathematics and General Science 
for Secondary Grade,Methodsof teaching I-Elementary Mathematics and Naturestudy 
and Gardening, and II Indian History and Civics and Geography for the Elementary 
Grade are divided into two Sections viz ., Section A and Section B respectively. 
Candidates are required to write their answers for each section in separate answer 
books. 

Candidates whose names are not included in the A list furnished to the Chief 
Superintendents must submit a written declaration through the Superintendnents 
giving full particulars, in regard to themselves including their address and furnish 
such evidence asmay be possible oftheir having applied for admission to the examina 
tion at the proper time and paid the prescribed fees. The answer papers of such 
candidates will not be valued unless it is clear that the omission of their names is 
due to no fault of theirs. 


T. PAUL VARGHESE, 
Director of Text Books and 
Examinations (Ex -Officio). 


Trivandrum . 


APPLICATION FORM 


Training School Leaving Certificate Examination 

March /September 19 


1 . 


2 . 


A 


4 .. 


5 . 


Application for admission to the Secondary Grade (For Private Candidates only) 
Note: - 1. Application forms should be made out only in English . 

2. Applications should reach the Inspecting Officers at least seven 

fullworking days before the date fixed by the Director.. 
3. Application should be accompanied by the T. S. L. C./S. S. L. C. or 

Matriculation Certificate issued by the University. 
Name of Candidate (in full in block letters as 
entered in the T. S. L. C.) 

Sex 
3. T. S : L. C. No. 

Date of issue of T. S. L. C. 
Whether the Candidate has passed Matriculation 
Examination of the University or declared 
eligible for admission to University course of 
study. 
Matriculation Certificate No. 

S. S. L. C. No. 
6. Class of Community to which candidate 

belongs ( The Candidate will here enter 
Brahman , Non -Brahman , Hindu, Scheduled 
Caste, Muslim , Indian Christian , as the case 
may be ) 
Are you a member of the Scheduled Castes, 
Scheduled Tribes or Backward Classes or a 
convert from any of these castes. 
If so , specify sub -caste. 


. 


i 


1. Subjects of examination to be specified 


Previous Year register 
number and year if any. 


2 . 


3 . 


4 . 


10 . 


5 . 

6 . 
Note :-Subject or subjects chosen by candidates 

should be written in this column. 
8. Training School which candidate desires to 

be examined (The Training School selected 
should be one nearest to the place where the 

candidate resides or is employed) 
9. Language adopted for answering the non 

language subjects 
(1) Whether Candidate has attached the 

Treasury Officer s receipt for the fee 

paid by him . 
(2) Amountof fee paid . 
(Address in full) 
(Postal address should be furnished clearly 

in block letters) . 
12. Signature of candidate . 

Certificate by the District Educational Officer . 

I hereby certify that the applicant is eligible to appear for the Secondary Grade 
of the T. S. L. C. Examination . 
Note :-Information furnished in column 6 is for statistical purposes only and 

cannot be adduced against other admitted official records . 


II . 


Station : 


Date : 


195 


Stgoature of the District Educational Officer. 
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APPLICATION FORM .....: 


Training School Leaving Certificate Examination, April 195 
(Application for Admission to the Secondary Elementary Grade for 

Ex-students only) 


1 . 


Name of Candidate : 

(in full block letters ) 
2. Sex 
3. Name of Training School in which underwent 

training and period of training 
4. Class of Community 
5. General Educational qualifications 
6. Subjects of examinations to be specified 


Previous 

year Register 
No, and year if any. 


I. 


2 . 


3 . 
4 . 
S 

6 . 
7. Centre of Examination selected 
8. Language adopted for answering the non 

language subjects 
9 . (1) Whether Candidate has attached the 

treasury receiptfor the fee paid by him 
(2) (a) Amount of fee paid 

(b) Name of Treasury 

(c ) Chalan No. and Date 
IO . Address in full (Postal address should be . 

furnished clearly in block letters) 
II. Signature of the candidate 


Certificate of the Head of the Institution in which the candidate underwent 
training . 

Certified that the particulars furnished above are correct . 
Station : 


Date : 


Signature 
Headmaster /Headmistress 


ACT 16 OF 1959 
THE KERALA BUILDINGS (LEASE AND RENT 

CONTROL ) ACT, 1959 . 

An 

ACT 
to regulate the leasing of buildings and to control the rent of 
such buildings in the State of Kerala . 

WHEREAS it is expedient to regulate the letting of buildings 
and to control the rents of such buildings and to prevent unrea 
sonable eviction of tenants therefrom in the State of Kerala ; 

Be it enacted in the Tenth Year of the Republic of India as 
follows: 

1. Short title, application , commencement and duration. 
( 1) This Act may be called the Kerala Buildings (Lease and 
Rent Control) Act, 1959 . 

( 2) It applies to the areas mentioned in the Schedule. 

(3 ) The Government may, by notification in the Gazette , 
apply all or any of the provisions of this Act to any other 
area in the State with effect from such date as may be specified 
in the notification and may , by like notification , cancel or modify 
such notification or withdraw the application of all or any of the 
provisions of this Act from any area to which this Act applies 
under sub - section (2 ) : 

Provided thatno such notification shall be issued unless it 
is supported by a resolution passed by the local authority or 
authorities, if any, of the areas affected by the notification . 

(4 ) It shall come into force on the 3rd day of April 1959 
and remain in force up to and inclusive of the 31st day of March 
1962. 

2. Definitions. In this Act, unless the context otherwise 
requires -- 

( 1) " building" means any building or hut or part of a 
building or hut, let or to be let separately for residential or non 
residential purposes and includes 

( a ) the garden , grounds, wells, tanks and structures, if 
any , appurtenant to such building,hut or part of such building 
or hut, and let or to be let along with such building or hut; 

(6 ) any furniture supplied by the landlord for use in 
such building or hut or part of a building or hut; 

but does not include a room in a hotel or boarding house ; 
( 2 ) " Accommodation Controller " 

Ineans any person 
appointed to perform the functions of an Accommodation Con . 
troller under this Act ; 

33/2186 
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( 3 ) " landlord " includes the person who is receiving or is 
entitled to receive the rent of a building , whether on his own 
account or on behalf of another or on behalf of himself and 
others or as an agent, trustee, executor , administrator, receiver 
or guardian or who would so receive the rent or be entitled to 
receive the rent, if the building were let to a tenant ; 

Explanation .- A tenant who sub -lets shall be deemed to be 
a landlord within the meaning of this Act in relation to the 
sub - tenant; 

(4 ) " prescribed " means prescribed by rules made under 
this Act ; 
(5 ) " Rent Control Court" means the 

Court constituted 
under section 3 ; 

(6 ) " tenant" means any person by whom or on whose 
account rent is payable for a building and includes the surviving 
spouse , or any son or daughter , of a deceased tenant who had 
been living with the tenant in the building as a member of the 
tenant s family up to the death of the tenant and a person con 
tinuing in possession after the termination of the tenancy in his 
favour, but does not include a Kudikidappukaran as defined in 
the Kerala Stay of Eviction Proceedings Act, 1957 (Act 1 of 1957) 
or a person , placed in occupation of a building by its tenant or a 
person to whom the collection of rents or fees in a public market, 
cart-stand or slaughter -house or of rents for shops has been 
farmed out or leased by a municipal council or local board or 
Panchayat or Corporation ; 

(7) " un - conscionable rent” means any rent which is more 
than double the maximum of the fair rent that could be fixed 
for a building under section 5 . 

3. Constitution of Rent Control Courts and appointment of 
Accommodation Controllers.- ( 1) The Government may , by 
notification in the Gazette, appoint a person who is or is quali 
fied to be appointed, a Munsiff to be the Rent Control Court for 
such local areas as may be specified therein . 

( 2 ) The Government may , by notification in the Gazette, 
appoint any Officer not below the rank of a Tahsildar to be the 
Accommodation Controller for any area to which this Act 
applies . 

(3 ) The Accommodation Controller shall exercise his 
powers and perform his functions subject to such general 
directions as the Government may issue. 

4. Notice of vacancy.- ( 1) (a ) Every landlord may within 
fifteen days before completion and shall, within fifteen days 
after the construction or reconstruction of a building intended . 
to be let out or after a building becomes vacant by his ceasing 
to occupy it, or by the termination of a tenancy , or by release 
from requisition by the Government or any other competent 
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authority , give notice of the availability or vacancy in writing 
to the Accommodation Controller . Every tenant shall within 
fifteen days of his vacating a building occupied by him give 
notice of the same in writing to the Accommodation Con 
troller : 

Provided that this sub- section shall not apply to a building 
in respect of which the landlord has obtained an order for 
possession on any of the grounds specified in sub -section 
(3 ) , clause ( iv )of sub- section (4 ) and sub -sections (7 ) and (8 ) 
of section 11, 

(b ) Every notice given under clause (a ) shall contain 
such particulars as may be prescribed . 

(2 ) If the tenant of a building puts another person in 
occupation thereof and does not re-occupy it within a period of 
three months, then , on the expiry of such period , the tenancy 
shall be deemed to have terminated and it shall be the duty 
of the tenant, and also of the landlord, if he is aware of 
such termination , to give notice thereof in writing to the 
Accommodation Controller within fifteen days of such 
termination : 

Provided that the tenantmay , before the expiry of three 
months, apply to the Accommodation Controller to re- occupy the 
building within a period of six months and if such permission 
is granted , this sub -section shall have effect as if ior the period 
of three months specified therein , a period of six months were 
substituted. 

Explanation . - This sub -section shall not apply where the 
building has been sub -let by a tenant entitled to do so , after 
giving due notice to the Accommodation Controller under sub 
section ( 1) and in conformity with the provisions of this section . 

( 3 ) If, within fifteen days of the receipt by the Accommo 
dation Controller of a notice under sub - section ( 1) or sub 
section (2 ) , the Accommodation Controller does not intimate to 
the landlord in writing that the building is required for the 
purposes of the State or Central Government or of any local 
authority.or of any public institution or for the occupation of 
any officer of such Government, or local authority or for the 
occupation of such class of non -officials as may be prescribed 
having regard to the importance of their service to society , 
the landlord shall be at liberty to let the building to any 
tenant or to occupy it himself. 

(4 ) The landlord shall not let the building to a tenant or 
occupy it himself, before the expiry ofthe period of fifteen days 
specified in sub -section (3 ) unless in the meantime he has 
received intimation that the building is not required for the 
purposes or for occupation by any of the persons specified in 
that sub - section , 

(5 ) If the building is required for the purposes of the 
State or Central Government or a local authority or any public 
institution or for the occupation of any officer of such Govern . 
ment or local authority , or for occupation by any of the person 


specified in sub-section ( 3 ) , the landlord shall deliver possession 
of the building to the Accommodation Controller and the 
Government, the local authority , or public institution or officer 
or person shall be deemed to be the tenant of the landlord , 
with retrospective effect from the date on which the Accommo 
dation Controller received notice under sub -section ( 1 ) or sub 
section ( 2 ), the terms of the tenancy being such as may be 
agreed upon between the landlord and the tenant and in default 
of an agreement, as may be determined under section 5 : 

Provided that the rent payable shall be the fair rent, if any, 
fixed for the building under the provisions of this Act, and if no 
fair rent has been so fixed, such fair rent as may be determined 
in accordance with the provisions of this Act : 

Provided further that a building used as a residential build 
ing, shall not be used as a non - residential building or vice 
versa unless the Accommodation Controller after hearing the 
landlord grants permission under sub -section ( 1 ) of section 17 : 

Provided also that no structural alterations shall be made in 
the building , unless the consent of the landlord is also obtained 
therefor 

(6 ) (a ) Where a landlord has two or more residential build 
ings in the same city , town or village and they have not been let 
by him , the landlord may choose any one of such buildings for 
his own occupation and shall give notice to the Accommodation 
Controller specifying the building so chosen by him and every 
other building not so chosen . 

(b ) When giving notice as aforesaid , the landlord shall 
also specify therein 

( i) whether any building other than the one chosen by 
him under clause (a ) has been continuously in the occupation of 
any member of his family or of any dependant of the landlord ; or 

(ii) whether he requires any such building for the occu 
pation of any member of his family . 

(c ) In the case referred to in sub -clause (i ) of, clause (b ) , 
the Accommodation Controller may , if he is satisfied that the 
occupation of the building by any member of the family , or of any 
dependant of the landlord is bona fide, make an order permitting 
the landlord to allow such member or dependant to continue to 
occupy the building; and if the Accommodation Controller is not 
so satisfied, he shallmake an order refusing such permission . 

( d ) In the case referred to in sub - clause ( ii) of clause (b ) , 
the Accommodation Controller may, if he is satisfied that the 
building is required by any member of the family of the 
landlord bona fide for such occupation ,make an order permitting 
the landlord to allow such member to occupy the building ; and 
if the Accommodation Controller is not so satisfied , he shall 
make an order refusing such permission . 


(e ) Any landlord who is aggrieved by any order passed by 
the Accommodation Controller under clause ( c ) or clause (d )may , 
within fifteen days from the date of the receipt of such order, 
prefer an appeal in writing to the District Collector within 
whose jurisdiction the building in respect of which the order : 
appealed against is situate and he shall pass such orders on the 
appeal as he may think fit . 

(f) Every notice given by the landlord under clause (a ) 
shall, in so far as it relates to any building other than the one 
chosen by him for his own occupation , be deemed to be a notice 
under sub - section ( 1 ) and the provisions of sub- section ( 3) shall 
thereupon apply in respect of such buildings: 

Provided that in respect of any building, referred to in 
clause (a ) , whereof an order under sub -clause ( c) or ( d ) or (e ) 
is made, the provisions of sub- section ( 3) shall apply as if 
notice had been given by the landlord under sub -section (1 ) 
immediately after the lapse of a period of fifteen days from the 
date of receipt by the landlord of the order passed by the Accom 
modation Controller or, if an appeal has been preferred to the 
District Collector against that order within that period , as if 
notice had been given as aforesaid by the landlord on the date 
of the order passed on the appeal. 

- ( g) The Accommodation Controller shall allot the build 
ing vested in him under sub-section (5 ) or sub- section (6 ) to 
persons mentioned in sub-section (3 ) according to the rules and 
priorities prescribed by the Government. 

( 7) (a ) Any officer empowered by the Government in this 
behalf may summarily dispossess 

(i) any landlord , tenant or other person occupying any 
building in contravention of the provisions of this section or any 
landlord who fails to deliver possession of any building under 
sub -section (5 ), 

(ii) any officer, person , local authority or public institu 
- tion continuing to occupy , or failing to deliver possession of, any 
building after the termination of his or its licence to occupy 
such building, 

and take possession of the building including any portion 
thereof which may have been sub -let : 

Provided that in cases where any landlord has been refused 
permission for the occupation of a building under clause (c ) or 
clause (d ) of sub- section (6 ) , not less than one week s notice 
to show cause to the contrary shall be giver before action is 
taken under this sub - section . 

(b ) If free access to the building is not afforded to the 
officer empowered under clause (a ), he may , between 6 a . ni. and 
6 p . m ., after giving reasonable warning and facility to withdraw 
to any woman not appearing in public according to the customs 
of the country , remove or open any lock or bolt or break open 
any door or do any other act necessary for effecting such dis . 
possession . 
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(c) Any landlord , tenant or other person or any officer, 
local authority or public institution , liable to be summarily 
dispossessed under clause (a ), shall pay to the Government 

(i) the fair rent payable for the building under the 
provisions of this Act for the period of his or its occupation or 
possession thereof as described in that clause; and 

(ii) the expenses , if any, incurred by the Government in 
effecting such summary dispossession , as determined by them , 
which determination shall be final. 

(8 ) Nothing contained in this section shall apply , 

(a ) to any building of which the rent does not, or where 
the rent has not been fixed , the fair rent would not, when fixed , 
exceed fifteen rupees per inensem ; or 

(b ) to any building or buildings owned by any company, 
association or firm , whether incorporated or not and bona fide 
intended solely for the occupation of its officers, servants or 
agents and situated in the same city , town or village . 

5. Determination of fair rent.- ( 1) The Rent Control Court 
shall, on application of the tenant or landlord of a building, fix 
the fair rent for such building after holding such enquiry as it 
thinks fit . 

(2 ) In fixing the fair rent the court shall take into consi 
deration the property tax or house tax fixed for the building at 
the time of letting in the property tax register or house tax 
register of the local authority within whose area the building 
is situtated : 

Provided that the fair rent fixed may in proper cases be lower 
than , but shall in no case exceed by more than 15 per cent, the 
monthly rent on the basis of which the property tax or 
house tax for the building has been fixed . 

( 3) If there is no property tax or house tax fixed for the 
building or if it is not based on a rental.basis or if the building is 
situated in an area which is not a City, Municipality , Panchayat 
or in any other local authority , the fair rent shall be fixed after 
taking into consideration the prevailing rates of rent in the loca 
lity for similar accommodation in similar circumstances during 
the twelve months preceding the letting. 

(4 ) In case the allotment of the building is made by the 
Accommodation Controller, he may , provisionally fix the fair 
rent for the building and the Rent Control Courtmay, on appli 
cation by an aggrieved party , modify the fair rent so fixed . 

The Rent Control Court shall intimate the fair rent of 
the building fixed to the local authority within whose jurisdic 
tion the building, in respect of which the fair rent has been 
fixed , is situated . The local authority on receipt of such inti 
mation shall make a record of the fair rent fixed in the register 
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kept for the purpose and shall make the register available for 
inspection in such places and in such manner as may be pre 
scribed . The register so prepared shall be kept up -to -date so as 
to contain full particulars in regard to the rent fixed in respect 
of a building by the Rent Control Court and also the subsequent 
variation thereto made by the said Court. 

6. Increase in fair rent in what cases admissible.- (1) When 
the fair rent of a building has been fixed under this Act, no 
further increase in such fair rent shall be permissible except in 
cases where some necessary addition , improvement or alteration 
has been carried out at the landlord s expense: 

Provided that the fair rent as increased under this sub 
section shall not exceed the fair rent payable under this Act 
for a similar building in the same locality with such addi 
tional improvement or alteration and it shall not be chargeable 
until such addition , improvement or alteration has been com 
pleted : 

Provided further that any dispute between the landlord 
and the tenant in regard to any increase claimed under this sub 
section shall be decided by the Rent Control Court. 

(2 ) Where, after the fair rent of a building has been fixed 
under this Act, there is a decrease or diminution in the 
accommodation or amenities provided , the tenant may claim a 
reduction in the fair rent as so fixed , and any dispute between 
the landlord and the tenant in regard to any reduction so 
claimed shall be decided by the Rent Control Court. 

7. Increase of rent in certain cases.- ( 1) Where the amount 
of the taxes and cesses payable by the landlord in respect of any 
building to a local authority has increased after fixation of the 
fair rent, such increase shall be recoverable by the landlord from 
the tenant : 

Provided that no such increase exceeding five per cent of 
the original fair rent shall be so recovered from the tenant. 

(2 ) Any dispute between the landlord and the tenant in 
regard to any increase claimed under sub- section ( 1) , shall be 
Sadecided by the Rent Control Court. 

8. Landlord not to claim or receive anything in excess of 
fair rent or agreed rent.- ( 1 ) Where the Rent Control Court has 
determined the fair rent of a building 

(a ) the landlord shall not claim , receive or stipulate for 
the payment of (i) any premium or other like sum in addition 
to such fair rent, or (ii) save as provided in section 6 or sec 
tion 7, anything in excess of such fair rent : 

Provided that the landlord may receive , or stipulate for the 
payment of an amount not exceeding one month s rent, by 
way of advance ; 

(b ) save as provided in clause (a ), any premium or otlier 
like sum or any rent paid in addition to, or in excess of such 
fair rent, whether before or after the commencement of this 
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Act, in consideration of the grant, continuance or renewal of 
the tenancy of the building after such commencement, shall be 
refunded by the landlord to the person by whom it was paid or 
at the option of such person , shall be otherwise adjusted by the 
landlord : 

Provided that where before the determination of the fair 
rent, rent has been paid in excess thereof, the refund or 
adjustment shall be limited to the amount paid in excess for a 
period of three years immediately before the institution of any 
proceedings for such determination . 

(2 ) Where the fair rent of a building has not been 
determined under section 5 

( a ) the landlord shall not, claim , receive or stipulate for 
the payment of, any premium or other like sum in addition to 
the agreed rent : 

Provided that the landlord may receive, or stipulate for the 
payment of, an amount not exceeding one month s rent, by way 
of advance ; 

(b ) save as provided in clause (a ) , any sum paid in 
excess of the agreed rent, in consideration of the grant, con 
tinuance or renewal of the tenancy of the building after the 
commencement of this Act, shall be refunded by the landlord to . 
the person by whom it was paid or , at the option of such person , 
shall be otherwise adjusted by the landlord . 

( 3) Any stipulation in contravention of sub -section ( 1) or 
sub -section ( 2 ) shall be null and void.: 

9. Right of tenant paying rent or advance to receipt. 
( 1) Every tenant who makes a payment on account of rent 
or advance shall be entitled to obtain a receipt in the prescribed 
form for the amount paid , duly signed by the landlord or his 
authorised agent. 

( 2) Where a landlord refuses to accept, or evades the 
receipt of, any rent lawfully payable to him by a tenant in 
respect of any building , the tenantmay either remit the rent to the 
landlord by money order after deducting the money order com 
mission and continue to remit any rent which may subsequ 
ently become due in respect of the building in the same manner 
until the landlord signifies by a written notice to the tenant 
his willingness to accept the rent or may by notice in writing, 
require the landlord to specify within ten days from the date of 
receipt of the notice by him , a bank into which the rent 
may be deposited by the tenant to the credit of the landlord : 

Provided that such bank , if specified as aforesaid , shall be 
one situated in the city , town or village in which the building is 
situated or if there is no such bank in such city , town or village, 
within three miles of the limits thereof. 

Explanation : -It shall be open to the landlord to specify 
from time to time by a written notice to the tenant and subject 
to the proviso aforesaid , a bank different from the one already 
specified by him under this sub -section , 
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(3) If the landlord specifies a bank as aforesaid , the 
tenant shall deposit the rent in the bank and shall continue to 
deposit in it any rent which may subsequently become due in 
respect of the building. 

(4 ) If the landlord does not specify a bank as aforesaid , 
the tenant shall remit the rent to the landlord by money order, 
after deducting the money order commission and continue to 
remit any rentwhich may subsequently become due in respect 
of the building in the samemanner until the landlord signifies 
by a written notice to the tenant his willingness to accept the . 
rent or specifies a bank in which the rent shall be deposited in 
accordance with the provisions of sub-section (2 ) . 

10. Right of tenant to deposit rent in certain cases.- ( 1) Where 
the address of the landlord or his authorised agent is not known 
to the tenant, he may deposit the rent lawfully payable to the 
landlord in respect of the building together with such fee as 
may be prescribed for the service of the notice referred to in 
sub-section (2 ) before such authority and in such manner as 
may be prescribed , and continue to deposit any rentwhich may 
subsequently become due in respect of the building , together 
with the fee prescribed , as aforesaid , before the same authority 
and in the samemanner until the address of the landlord or his 
authorised agent becomes known to the tenant. 

(2 ) The rent so deposited may , subject to such conditions as 
may be imposed by the Rent Control Court, be withdrawn by 
the landlord or his authorised agent, on application to the 
Court. 

( 3 ) Where any bona fide doubt or dispute arises as to the 
person who is entitled to receive the rent for any building, the 
tenant may deposit such rent before such authority and in such 
manner as may be prescribed and shall report to the Rent Con 
trol Court the circumstances under which such deposit was 
made by him , and may continue to deposit any rent which may 
subsequently become due in respect of the building before the 
same authority and in the same manner until the doubt is 
removed or the dispute is settled by the decision of a competent 
Court or by a settlementbetween the parties or until the Rent 
Control Courtmakes an order under sub-section ( 4 ) , clause (b ), 
as the case may be. 

(4 ) (a ) The Rent Control Court to whom a report is made 
under sub -section (3 ) shall, if satisfied that a bona fide doubt 
or dispute exists in the matter , direct that, pending removal of 
the doubt or settlement of the dispute as aforesaid , the deposit 
be held by the authority concerned . 

( b ) If the Rent Control Court is not so satisfied, it shall 
forthwith order payment of the amount deposited to the land 
lord . 

(5 ) (a) Where the Rent Control Court passes an order under 
sub -section ( 4 ) , clause (a ), any amount or amounts deposited 
under sub -section (3) may be withdrawn only by the person 
33/2186 
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Act , in consideration of the grant, continuance or renewal of 
the tenancy of the building after such commencement, shall be 
refunded by the landlord to the person by whom it was paid or 
at the option of such person , shall be otherwise adjusted by the 
landlord : 

Provided that where before the determination of the fair 
rent, rent has been paid in excess thereof , the refund or 
adjustment shall be limited to the amount paid in excess for a 
period of three years immediately before the institution of any 
proceedings for such determination . 

(2 ) Where the fair rent of Pa building has not been 
determined under section 5 

( a ) the landlord shall not, claim , receive or stipulate for 
the payment of, any premium or other like sum in addition to 
the agreed rent : 

Provided that the landlord may receive, or stipulate for the 
payment of, an amount not exceeding one month s rent, by way 
of advance ; 

( b ) save as provided in clause (a ) , any sum paid in 
excess of the agreed rent, in consideration of the grant, con 
tinuance or renewal of the tenancy of the building after the 
commencement of this Act, shall be refunded by the landlord to . 
the person by whom it was paid or , at the option of such person , 
shall be otherwise adjusted by the landlord . 

( 3) Any stipulation in contravention of sub-section (1 )or 
sub -section ( 2 ) shall be null and void . 

9. Right of tenant paying rent or advance to receipt. 
( 1) Every tenant who makes a payment on account of rent 
or advance shall be entitled to obtain a receipt in the prescribed 
form for the amount paid , duly signed by the landlord or his 
authorised agent. 

( 2 ) Where a landlord refuses to accept, or evades the 
receipt of, any rent lawfully payable to him by a tenant in 
respect of any building , the tenantmay either remit the rentto the 
landlord by money order after deducting, the money order com 
mission and continue to remit any rent which may subsequ 
ently become due in respect of the building in the same manner 
until the landlord signifies by a written notice to the tenant 
his willingness to accept the rent or may by notice in writing, 
require the landlord to specify within ten days from the date of 
receipt of the notice by him , a bank into which the rent 
may be deposited by the tenant to the credit of the landlord : 

Provided that such bank , specified as aforesaid , shall be 
one situated in the city , town or village in which the building is 
situated or if there is no such bank in such city , town or village , 
within three miles of the limits thereof. 

Explanation : - It shall be open to the landlord to specify 
from time to time by a written notice to the tenant and subject 
to the proviso aforesaid , a bank different from the one already 
specified by him under this sub -section , 
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( 3) If the landlord specifies a bank as aforesaid , the 
tenant shall deposit the rent in the bank and shall continue to 
deposit in it any rent which may subsequently become due in 
respect of the building. 

( 4 ) If the landlord does not specify a bank as aforesaid , 
the tenant shall remit the rent to the landlord bymoney order, 
after deducting the money order commission and continue to 
remit any rent which may subsequently become due in respect 
of the building in the same manner until the landlord signifies 
by a written notice to the tenant his willingness to accept the . 
rent or specifies a bank in which the rent shall be deposited in 
accordance with the provisions of sub -section (2 ) . 

10 , Right of tenant to deposit rent in certain cases.- ( 1) Where 
the address of the landlord or his authorised agent is not known 
to the tenant, he may deposit the rent lawfully payable to the 
landlord in respect of the building together with such fee as 
may be prescribed for the service of the notice referred to in 
sub - section (2 ) before such authority and in such manner as 
may be prescribed, and continue to deposit any rent which may 
subsequently become due in respect of the building , together 
with the fee prescribed , as aforesaid , before the same authority 
and in the samemanner until the address of the landlord or his 
authorised agent becomes known to the tenant. 

(2 ) The rent so deposited may, subject to such conditions as 
may be imposed by the Rent Control Court, be withdrawn by 
the landlord or his authorised agent, on application to the 
Court. 

( 3) Where any bona fide doubt or dispute arises as to the 
person who is entitled to receive the rent for any building, the 
tenant may deposit such rent before such authority and in such 
manner as may be prescribed and shall report to the Rent Con 
trol Court the circumstances under which such deposit was 
made by him , and may continue to deposit any rent which may 
subsequently become due in respect of the building before the 
same authority and in the same manner until the doubt is 
removed or the dispute is settled by the decision of a competent 
Court or by a settlement between the parties or until the Rent 
Control Court makes an order under sub - section (4 ) , clause ( L ), 
as the case may be . 

(4 ) (a ) The Rent Control Court to whom a report is made 
under sub-section ( 3 ) shall , if satisfied that a bona fide doubt 
or dispute exists in the matter , direct that, pending removal of 
the doubt or settlement of the dispute as aforesaid , the deposit 
be held by the authority concerned . 

( b ) If the Rent Control Court is not so satisfied , it shall 
forthwith order payment of the amount deposited to the land 
lord, 

(5 ) (a ) Where the Rent Control Court passes an order under 
sub-section (4 ) , clause (a ), any amount or amounts deposited 
under sub -section ( 3) may be withdrawn only by the person 
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who is declared by a competent court to be entitled thereto , or 
in case the doubt or dispute is removed by a settlement between 
the parties , only by the person who is held by the Rent Control 
Court to be entitled to the amount or amounts in accordance 
with such settlement. 

(b ) Any order passed by the Rent Control Court under 
sub-section 4 (b ) shall not debar the aggrieved party from : 
establishing his claim in any competent Court. 

11. Eviction of tenants.- ( 1) Notwithstanding anything to 
the contrary contained in any other law or contract a tenant 
shall not be evicted , whether in execution of a decree or other 
wise except in accordance with the provisions of this Act: 

Provided that nothing contained in this section shall apply 
to a tenant whose landlord is the State Government or the 
Central Government or other public authority notified under 
this Act : 

Provided further that where the tenant denies the title of 
the landlord or claims right of permanent tenancy , the Rent 
Control Court shall decide whether the denial or claim is bona 
fide and if it records a finding to that effect, the landlord shall 
be entitled to sue for eviction of the tenant in a Civil Court and 
such Courtmay pass a decree for eviction on any of the grounds 
mentioned in this section , notwithstanding that the Court finds 
that such denial does not involve forfeiture of the lease or that 
the claim is unfounded . 

(2 ) A landlord who seeks to evict his tenant shall apply to 
the Rent Control Court for a direction in that behalf 

( a ) If the Rent Control Court, after giving the tenant a 
reasonable opportunity of showing cause against the application , 
is satisfied that the tenant has not paid or tendered the rent due 
by him in respect of the building within 15 days after the 
expiry of the time fixed in the agreement of tenancy with his 
landlord or in the absence of any such agreement by the last 
day of the month next following that for which the rent is 
payable, it shall make an order directing the tenant to put the 
landlord in possession of the building, and if it is not satisfied 
it shall make an order rejecting the application thereof by him : 

Provided that an application under this sub-section shall be 
made only if the landlord has sent a registered notice to the 
tenant intimating the default and the tenant has failed to pay 
or tender the rent together with interest at 6 % per annum and 
postal charges incurred in sending the notice within 15 days of 
the receipt of the notice or of the refusal thereof. 

(b ) The order directing the tenant to put the landlord in 
possession of the building shall not be executed before the lapse 
of one month from the date of the order of the Rent Control 
Court and if the tenant deposits arrears of rent with interest 
and cost of proceedings within a month of such order or such 
other period as may be allowed by the Rent Control Court, it 
shall vacate that order . 
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( 3 ) A landlord "may apply to the Rent Control Court for an 
order directing the tenant to put the landlord in possession of 
the building if he bona fide needs the building for his own 
occupation or the occupation by any member of his family de 
pendent on him : 

Provided thatthe Rent Control Court shall not give any such 
direction if the landlord has another building in his possession 
in the same City , Town or Village except where the Rent 
Control Court is satisfied that for special reasons , in any parti 
cular case it will be just and proper to do so: 

Provided further, that no landlord , whose right to recover 
possession arises under an instrument of transfer inter vivos 
shall be entitled to apply to be put in possession until the expiry 
of one year from the date of the instrument: 

Provided further that if a landlord after obtaining an order 
to be put in possession transfers his rights in respect of the 
building to another person , the transferee shall not be entitled to 
be put in possession unless he proves that he bona fide needs the 
building for his own occupation or for the occupation by any 
member of his family dependent on him . 

(4 ) A landlord may apply to the Rent Control Court for 
an order directing the tenant to put the landlord in possession 
of the building , 

( i) if the tenant has without the consent of the land 

lord transferred his right under the lease or sublet 
the entire building or any portion thereof, if the 
lease does not confer on him any right to do so, or 

the landlord has not consented to such subletting; or 
(ii) if the tenant uses the building in such a manner as 

to destroy or reduce its value or utility materially 

and permanently ; or 
(iii ) if the tenant already has in his possession a building 

or subsequently acquires possession of or puts up a 
building, reasonably sufficient for his requirements 

in the same city, town or village ; or 
(iv ) if the building is in such a condition that it needs 

reconstruction and if the landlord requires bona fide 
to reconstruct the same and if he satisfies the Court 
that he has the plan and license, if any , required , and 
the ability to rebuild and if the proposal is not made 

as a pretext for eviction : 
Provided that the landlord who evicts a tenant and 

does not reconstruct completely the building within 
a time which may be fixed or extended by the Rent 
Control Court, shall on a petition before that Court, 
be liable to a fine of rupees five hundred , if it is 
proved that he has wilfully neglected to reconstruct 
completely the building within such time : 
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Provided further that the Court shall have power at 

auy time to issue directions regarding the recons 
truction of the building and on failure of compliance 
by the landlord, to give effect to the order in any 
manner the Court. deems fit and in appropriate 
cases to put the tenant back in possession or award 
to the evicted tenant damages equal to the excess 
rent he has to pay for another building that he is 

occupying in consequence of such eviction : 
Provided further that the tenant who was evicted 

shall have the first option to have the reconstructed 
building allotted to him with liability to pay its fair 

rent; or 
(v) iſ the tenant ceases to occupy the building , con 

tinuously for six months without reasonable cause. 
(5 ) A landlord who wants to renovate the building may 
apply to the Rent Control Court for an order directing the 
tenant to permit the landlord to enter and carry out the 
renovation within a time to be fixed by the Court and the Court 
may issue such orders, as it deems fit, and the tenant shall be 
bound to abide by the orders of the Court. 

(6 ) A tenantwhose building has been renovated under sub 
section (5 ) shall be liable to pay enhanced rent so as to assure 
the landlord a rent equal to the rent for a similar building with 
similar amenities in the locality . 

(7 ) Where the landlord of a building is a religious, chari 
table , educational or other public institution , it may, if the 
building is needed for the purposes of the institution, apply to 
the Rent Control Court, for an order directing the tenant to 
put the institution in possession of the building. 

(8 ) A landlord who is occupying only a part of a building, 
may , apply to the Rent Control Court for an order directing any 
tenant occupying the whole or any portion of the remaining part 
of the building to put the landlord in possession thereof, if he 
requires additional accommodation for his personal use . 

( 9) Where the tenancy is for a specified period agreed 
upon between the landlord and the tenant, the landlord shall 
notbe entitled to apply to the Rent Control Court before the 
expiry of such period . 

( 10 ) The Rent Control Court shall , if it is satisfied that the 
claim of the landlord under sub-section (3 ) , ( 4 ) , ( 7 ) or (8 ) is 
bona fide, make an order directing the tenant to put the land 
lord in possession of the building on such date as may be speci 
fied by the Rent Control Court, and if the Court is not so 
atisfied , it shall make an order rejecting the application : 

Provided that, in the case of an application under sub 
section (8 ), the Rent Control Court shall reject the application 
if it is satisfied that the hardship which may be caused to the 
tenant by granting it will outweigh the advantage to the land 
lord : 
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Provided further that the Rent Control Court may give the 
tenant a reasonable time for putting the landlord in possession 
of the building and may extend such time so as not to exceed 
three months in the aggregate. 

( 11) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub -sections 
( 1 ) to ( 10 ) no order for eviction or for putting the landlord 
in possession shall be passed , 

(i) against any tenant who is engaged in any, employ 

ment or class of employment notified by the Govern 
ment as an essential service for the purpose of this 
sub -section , unless the landlord is himself engaged 
in any employment or class of employment which 
has been so notified , and the landlord requires 

the building for his own occupation ; or 
(ii) in respect of any building which has been let for use 

as an educational institution , and is actually being 
used as such , provided that the institution has been 
recognised by îhe Government or any authority em 
powered by them in this behalf, so long as such 

recognition continues: 
( 12 ) Where a landlord who has obtained possession of a 
building in pursuance of an order under sub -section (3 ) , does 
not occupy it without reasonable cause within one month of the 
date of obtaining possession , or having so occupied it , vacates it 
without reasonable cause within six months of such date , the 
tenant who has been evicted may apply to the Rent Control Court 
for an order directing that he shall be restored to possession of 
the building, and the Court shall make an order accordingly, 
notwithstanding anything contained in section 4 . 

( 13) Where a tenant who is entitled to apply for possession 
under sub -section (12), fails to do so without reasonable cause 
within onemonth from the date on which the right to make the 
application accrued to him , the Officer referred to in sub 
section ( 1) of section 4, shall have power , if the building is 
required for any of the purposes, or for occupation by any of 
the officers or persons specified in sub- section ( 3 ) of that section 
to give intimation to the landlord that the building is so required , 
and thereupon the provisions of sub -sections ( 5) and (8) of 
section 4 shall apply to the building: 

Provided that this sub- section shall not apply to a building 
the monthly rent of which does not exceed fifteen rupees . 

( 14 ) Where the Rent Control Court is satisfied that any 
application made by a landlord for the eviction of a tenant is 
frivolous or vexatious , the Rent Control Court may direct that 
compensation not exceeding fifty rupees be paid by such landlord 
to the tenant. 

(15 ) Where an application under sub -sections (2 ) , (3 ) , 
(4 ) , (5 ) , ( 7) or (8 ) for evicting a tenant has been rejected by 
the Rent Control Court, the tenancy sha !! , subject to the pro 
visions of this Act, be deemed to continue on the same 
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terms and conditions as before and shall not be terminable by 
the landlord except on one or more of the grounds mentioned 
in the above said sub -sections . 

(16 ) Notwithstanding anything contained in this section , 
no person who is receiving or is entitled to receive the rent of a 
building merely as an agent of the landlord shall, except with 
the previous written consent of the landlord , be entitled to 
apply for the eviction of a tenant. 

( 17) Notwithstanding anything contained in this section a 
tenant who has been in continuous occupation of a building from 
1st April 1940 as a tenant, shall not be liable to be evicted for 
bona fide occupation of the landlord or of the occupation by any 
member of his family dependent on him provided that a land . 
lord of a residential building shall be entitled to evict such a 
tenant of that building if the landlord has been living in a place 
outside the city, town or village in which the building is situated 
for a period of not less than five years before he makes an appli 
cation to the Rent Control Court for being put in possession of 
the building and requires the building, bona fide for his own 
permanent residence or of the permanent residence of any 
member of his family or the landlord is in dire need of a place 
for residence and has none of his own. 
Explanation . - In computing the period of continuous occu 

pation from 1st April 1940, the period, if any 
during which the landlord was residing out 
side the city , town or village in which the 

building is situate shall be excluded . 
12. Payment or deposit of rent during the pendency of pro 
ceedings for eviction .- (1 ) No tenant against whom an appli 
cation for eviction hasbeen made by a landlord under section 11, 
shall be entitled to contest the application before the Rent Control 
Court under that section , or to prefer any appeal under section 
18 against any order made by the Rent Control Court on the 
applieation , unless he has paid or pays to the landlord , or deposits 
with the Rent Control Court or the appellate authority , as the 
case may be, all arrears of rent admitted by the tenant to be due 
in respect of the building up to the date of payment or 
deposit, and continues pay or to deposit any rent which 
may subsequently become due in respect of the building , until 
the termination of the proceedings before the Rent Control 
Court or the appellate authority, as the case may be. 

(2) The deposit of rent under sub -section ( 1) shall be 
made within the time and in the manner prescribed and shall be 
accompanied by the fee prescribed for the service of the notice 
referred to in sub -section ( 4 ) . 

( 3) If any tenant fails to pay or to deposit the rent as 
aforesaid , the Rent Control Court or the appellate authority, as 
the case may be , shall, unless the tenant shows sufficient 
cause to the contrary , stop all further proceedings and make 
an order directing the tenant to put the landlord in posses 
sion of the building . 
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( 4 ) When any deposit is made under sub -section ( 1) , 
the Rent Control Court or the appellate authority , as the case 
may be, shall cause notice of the deposit to be served on the 
landlord in the prescribed manner, and the annount deposited 
may , subject to such conditions as may be prescribed , be with 
drawn by the landlord on application made by him to the Rent 
Control Court or the appellate authority in that behalf. 

13. Landlord not to interfere with amenities enjoyed by the 
tenant.- ( 1) No landlord shall, without just or sufficient cause , 
cut off or withhold any of the amenities enjoyed by the tenant. 

( 2) A tenant in occupation of a building may , if the land 
lord has contravened the provisions of this section , make an 
application to the Rent Control Court complaining of such contra 
vention . 

( 3 ) If the tenant satisfies the Rent Control Court that the 
amenities were cut off or withheld with a view to compel him to 
vacate the building or to pay an enhanced rent, the Rent Control 
Court may pass an interim order, directing the landlord to 
restore the amenities immediately , pending the enquiry referred 
to in sub -section (4 ) . 

Explanation : -An interim order may be passed under this 
sub - section without giving notice to the landlord . Any interim 
order so passed may be modified or cancelled by final order 
and the Court may give effect to such modification or cancellation . 

(4 ) If the Rent Control Court on inquiry finds that the 
tenant has been in enjoyment of the amenities and that they 
were cut off or withheld by the landlord without just or 
sufficient cause, it shall make an order directing the landlord to 
restore such amenities and for the purpose of enforcement of 
such orders, the Rent Control Courtmay exercise all the powers 
of a civil court in executing a decree for injunction or 
for specific performance . 

(5 ) The Rent Control Court may in its discretion direct 
that compensation not exceeding fifty rupees 

(a ) be paid to the landlord by the tenant, if the applica 
tion under sub- section (2 ) was made frivolously or vexatiously ; 

(b ) , be paid to the tenant by the landlord , if the land 
lord had cut off or withheld the amenities frivolously or vexa 
tiously . 

14. Execution of orders.-- Every order made under section 
11 or section 13 or section 19 and every order passed on appeal 
under section 18 or on revision under section 20 shall, after the 
expiry of the time allowed therein be executed by the Munsif 
or if there are more than one Munsiff, by the Principal Munsiff 
having original jurisdiction over the area in which the building 
is situated as if it were a decree passed by him : 

Provided that an order passed in execution under this 
section shall not be subject to an appeal but shall be subject to 
revision by the Court to which appeals ordinarily lie against the 
decisions of the said Munsiff . 
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15. Decisions which have become finalnot to be re - opened. 
The Rent Control Court shall summarily reject any application 
under sub -section (2 ) , ( 3 ) , (4 ) , (5 ) , ( 7) or (8 ) of section 11 
which raises between the same parties or between parties 
under whom they or any of them claim substantially the same 
issues as have been finally decided or as purport to have been 
finally decided in a former proceeding under this Actor 
under the corresponding provisions of any law in force prior to 
the commencement of this Act or the corresponding pro 
visions of any law repealed or superseded by such law . . 

16. Orders of Rent Control Court to be pronounced in open 
Court .-- Every order passed by a Rent Control Court under this 
Act shall be pronounced in open Court on the day on 
which the case is finally heard , or on some future day of which 
due notice shall be given to the parties . 

17. Conversion of buildings and failure by landlord to make 
necessary repairs.- ( 1) No residential building shall be con 
verted into a non -residential building or vice versa and no 
such building shall be divided into separate portions for letting 
on rent or for other purposes except with the permission in 
writing of the Accommodation Controller: 

Provided that where such conversion involves structural 
alteration of the building , the consent of the landlord shall also 
be necessary . 

(2 ) Notwithstanding any law , custom , usage or contract 
to the contrary, the landlord shall be bound to attend to the 
periodicalmaintenance and necessary repairs of the building. 
If a landlord fails to attend to such maintenance or repairs to 
the building and amenities thereto within a reasonable time after 
notice is given by the tenant, it shall be competent for the 
Accommodation Controller to direct 

on application by the 
tenant that such maintenance and repairsmay be attended to by 
the tenant and that the charges and cost thereof -may be 
deducted with interest at 6 % per annum from the rent which 
is payable by him . 

18. Appeal.- (1) (a ) The Government may , by general or 
special order notified in the Gazette, confer on such officers and 
authorities not below the rank of a Subordinate. Judge the 
powers of appellate authorities for the purposes of this 
Act in such areas or in such classes of cases as may be 
specified in the order. 

(b ) Any person aggrieved by an order passed by the 
Rent Control Court may , within thirty days from the date of 
such order , prefer an appeal in writing to the appellate authority 
having jurisdiction . In computing the thirty days aforesaid , the 
time taken to obtain a certified copy of the order appealed 
against shall be excluded . 
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( 2) On such appeal being preferred , the appellate 
authority may order stay of further proceedings in the matter 
pending decision on the appeal. 

(3) The appellate authority shall send for the records 
of the case from the Rent Control Court and after giving the 
parties an opportunity of being heard and , if necessary , after 
making such further inquiry as it thinks fit either directly or 
through the Rent Control Court, shall decide the appeal. 

Explanation :-The appellate authority may , while confirm 
ing the order of eviction passed by the Rent Control Court, 
grant an extension of time to the tenant for putting the land 
lord in possession of the building. 

(4 ) The appellate authority shall have all the powers of 
the Rent Control Court including the fixing of arrears of rent. 

(5 ) The decision of the appellate authority , and subject 
to such decision , an order of the Rent Control Court shall be final 
and shall not be liable to be called in question in any Court of 
law , except as provided in section 20 . 

19. Costs.-- Subject to such conditions and limitations, if any 
as may be prescribed , the costs of and incident to all proceedings 
before the Rent Control Court or the appellate authority referred 
to in section 18 shall be in the discretion of the Rent Control 
Court or the appellate authority which shall have full power to 
determine by whom or out of what property and to what extent 
such costs are to be paid and to give all necessary directions for 
the purpose . 

Explanation . The appellate authority may set aside or 
vary any order passed by the Rent Control Court in regard to 
the costs of and incident to the proceedings before it. 

20. Revision .- ( 1) In cases where the appellate authority 
empowered under section 18 is a subordinate judge, the 
District Court, and in other cases the High Court, may , at any 
time, on the application of any aggrieved party , call for and 
examine the records relating to any order passed or proceedings 
taken under this Act by such authority for the purpose of 
satisfying itself as to the legality, regularity or propriety of 
such order or proceedings, and may pass such order in reference 
thereto as it thinks fit . 

(2 ) The costs of and incident to all proceedings before 
the High Court or District Court under sub -section ( 1) shall be 
in its discretion . 

21. Order under the Act to be binding on sub - tenants. 
Any order for the eviction of a tenant passed under this Act 
shall be binding on all sub -terants under such tenant, whether 
they were parties to the proceeding or not, provided that such 
order was not obtained by fraud or collusion . In cases where 
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sub -letting is allowed under the original agreement of tenancy 
the sub -tenant shall be made a party to the proceedings, if he 
had given notice of thesub -tenancy to the landlord . 

22. Proceedings by or against legal representatives. — The 
provisions of section 146 and Order XXII of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, 1908 (5 of 1908 ) shall , as far as possible, be applicable 
to the proceedings under this Act. 

23. Summons etc. - Subject to such conditions and limitations 
as may be prescribed, the Accommodation Controller , the Rent 
Control Court and the appellate authority shall have the powers 
which are vested in a Court under the Code of Civil Procedure, 
1908 (5 of 1908) ,when trying a suit in respect of the following 
matters: - 

(a ) discovery and inspection ; 
(b ) enforcing the attendance of witnesses, and requiring 

the deposits of their expenses ; 
(c) compelling the production of documents ; 
(d ) examining witnesses on oath ; 
(e ) granting adjournments ; 
(f) reception of evidence taken on affidavit; 
( g ) issuing commission for the examination of witnesses 

and for local inspection ; 
(h ) setting aside ex parte orders ; 
(i) enlargement of time originally fixed or granted ; 
(j) power to amend any defect or error in orders or 

proceedings ; and 
(k ) power to review its own order. 


The Accommodation Controller, the Rent Control Court or 
the Appellate Authority may summon and examine suo motu 
any person whose evidence appears to it to be material , and 
it shall be deemed to be a civil court within the meaning of 
sections 480 and 482 of the Code of Criminal Procedure , 1898 
(5 of 1898) . 

24. Time within which proceedings have to be disposed of. 
The Rent Control Court shall, as far as may be practicable, pass 
final orders in any proceeding before it within four months 
from the date of appearance of the parties thereto . 

25. Exemptions.-- ( 1) Notwithstanding anything contained in 
this Act the Government may , in public interest or for any 
other sufficient cause, by notification in the Gazette , exempt any 
building or class of buildings from all or any of the provisions 
of this Act. 
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(2 ) Without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing 
power, the Governmentmay, by notification in the Gazette , ex 
empt from the provisions of sections 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 and 8 , any class of 
buildings the construction of which has begun after the com 
mencement of this Act, and in respect of which, - 
(a ) the assessment to property tax or house tax by a local 

authority is based on a monthly rental of fifty 

rupees or more; or 
(b ) there has been no such assessment to property tax or 

house tax by a local authority and the monthly rent 
will be fifty rupees or more , having regard to prevail 
ing rates of rent in the locality for similar accom 
modation in similar circumstances and the Accom 
modation Controller certifies that rent of the build 

ing will be fifty rupees ormore . 
Explanation . For the purposes of this sub -section , con 
struction shall not include reconditioning or renovation or partial 
reconstruction . 

26. Executive authorities of local bodies to furnish certified 
extracts from property tax or house tax assessment books. The 
executive authority of a municipal council or panchayat or the 
Revenue Officer of a Corporation shall, on application made in 
this behalf and on payment of such fee as may, from lime to time, 
be fixed by the Government, by notification in the Gazette, grant 
to the applicant a certified copy of the extract from the property 
tax or house tax assessment book of the municipal council, or 
Panchayat or Corporation as the case may be, showing the rental 
value of the building or buildings in respect of which application 
has been made , relating to the period specified in the application . 
Such certified copy shall be received as evidence of the facts 
stated therein , in proceedings under this Act. 

27. Landlord and tenant to furnish particulars. - Every land 
lord and every tenant of a building shall be bound to furnish to 
the Accommodation Controller , the Rent Control Court or any 
person authorised by it in that behalf, such particulars in respect 
of the building as may be prescribed by rules made under this 
Act. 

28. Inspectors.- (1) The Government may, by notification in 
the Gazette , appoint, such officers as they think fit to be Inspec 
tors for the purpose of enforcing the penal provisions of this Act 
and may assign to them such local limits as they may think fit. 

( 2 ) For the purpose of any investigation or enquiry under 
this Act the Inspector may enter any premises with such 
assistance as he thinks necessary . 

29. Penalties.- ( 1) If any person contravenes any of the provi 
sions of sub -sections ( 1) , (2 ) , (4 ), (5 ) and (6 ) of section 4, sub 
section ( 1) (a ) and (2 ) (a ) of section 8 , sub -section ( 1 ) of section 
13, sub -section (1 ) of section 17 and section 27 , he shall be 
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punishable with fine which may extend to two thousand rupees 
and in default to simple imprisonment which may extend to two 
weeks. 


(2 ) If any landlord receives unconscionable rent in respect 
of any building he shall be punishable with simple imprisonment 
for a term which may extend to three months or with fine which 
may extend to two thousand rupees or with both . 

30. Fixation of fair rent suomotu by court.-- ( 1) If during the 
course of a prosecution under this Act, it is disclosed that a land 
lord was receiving a rent in excess of the rent that may be 
fixed under section 5 , the Court before which the complaint was 
filed shall, after the close of the proceedings before it, forward 
to the Rent Control Court the relevant extracts of the proceed 
ings for the purpose of fixing the fair rent. 

(2 ) The Rent Control Court, on receipt of such extracts of 
proceedings, shall issue notice to the concerned landlord and 
tenant and after giving them an opportunity of being heard, fix 
the fair rent of the building and the fair rent so fixed shall be 
deemed to be the fair rent as determined under section 5. 

31. Application of the Limitation Act. The provisions of 
section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act, 1908 ( 9 of 1908 ) shall 
apply to all proceedings under this Act. 

32. Power to make rules .- (1 ) The Government may make 
rules to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

( 2) Without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing 
power, such rules may provide for 
( a ) all matters expressly required or allowed by this 

Act to be prescribed ; 
( b ) the procedure to be followed by Rent Control Courts, 

Accommodation Controllers and appellate authori 
ties in the performance of their functions under 

this Act ; 
(c ), the manner in which notices and orders under this 

Act shall be given or served ; 
(d ) setting aside ex parte orders passed under this 

Act ; 
(e ) applications for making legal representatives of 

deceased persons parties to proceedings under this 
Act and the time within which such applications 

shall be preferred ; 
(f) the order of priority in which buildings have to be 

allotted among the applicants ; 
(g ) the officers or classes of officers who may be appoint 

ed as Inspectors. 
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(3 ) In making a rule under this section , the Government 
may provide that a person who contravenes any of the provisions 
thereof shall be punishable with fine which may extend to two 
thousand rupees. 

( 4) The power to make rules under this section shall be 
subject to the condition of the rules being made after previous 
publication . 

( 5) All rules made under this section shall be published in 
the Gazette . 

( 6 ) All rulesmade under this Act and notifications issued 
under section 23 shall be laid for not less than fourteen days 
before the Legislative Assembly as soon as possible after they 
are made and shall be subject to such modifications as the 
Legislative Assembly may make during the session in which 
they are so laid or in the session immediately following . 

33. Continuance in force of existing proceedings, orders, etc. 
( 1) All proceedings commenced or deemed to have been com 
menced and all actions taken or deemed to have been taken 
under the Travancore - Cochin Buildings (Lease and Rent Con 
trol) Order, 1950 , or the Madras Buildings (Lease and Rent Con 
trol). Act, 1949, and pending at the commencement of this 
Act shall, so far as may, be deemed to have been commenced 
or taken under the corresponding provisions of this Act and 
be continued subject to the provisions of this Act. 

(2) All orders passed or deemed or purporting to have 
been passed and all decisions given or deemed or purporting to 
have been given under the Travancore- Cochin Buildings (Lease 
and Rent Control) Order , 1950- or the Madras Buildings (Lease 
and Rent Control) Act, 1949, and in which fair rent has been 
fixed, shall be deemed to have been passed or given under the 
corresponding provision of this Act and shall continue in force 
until they are superseded or modified under this Act by the 
authority competent to do so . 

34. Certain orders of eviction to be voidable.- ( 1) Notwith 
standing anything contained in any other law , any order of eviction 
passed , between 12th February , 1958 ,and the date of coming into 
force of this Act on grounds which would not have been availa 
ble if this Act were in force during the said period, shall be 
voidable at the option of the tenant. 

( 2 ) If any tenant has actually been evicted in pursuance 
of an order referred to in sub -section (1 ), the Accommodation 
Controller shall, on a petition presented to him for the purpose 
within three months from the coming into force of this Act 
restore the tenant to the possession of that building : 

Provided that the tenant shall not be entitled to be restored 
to possession in cases where a lease has been granted bona fide 
to a third party and possession given in pursuance thereof before 
the 13th December 1958. 
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35. Protection of action taken in good faith .- ( 1) No suit , 
prosecution or other legal proceedings shall lie against any per . 
son for anything which is in good faith done or intended to be 
done in pursuance of this Act or any rule , order for direction 
made or issued thereunder . 

(2 ) No suit or other legal proceeding shall lie against the 
Government, any officer or authority for any damage caused or 
likely to be caused by anything which is in good faith done or 
intended to be done in pursuance of this Act, any rule, order , 
or direction made or issued thereunder. 

36. Repeal.- ( 1 ) The Travancore -Cochin Buildings (Lease and 
Rent Control) Order, 1950, and the Madras Buildings ( Lease and 
Rent Control) Act, 1949, as in force in the Malabar District 
referred to in sub -section ( 2 ) of section 5 of the States Reorgani 
sation Act, 1956 , section 13 of the Travancore- Cochin Public 
Safety Measures Act, 1950 and the Kerala Buildings (Lease and 
Rent Control) Ordinance , 1959 (Ordinance No. 3 of 1959 ) are 
hereby repealed . 

(2 ) Notwithstanding the repeal of the said Ordinance, 
anything done or action taken in exercise of the powers conferred 
by or under the said Ordinance shall be deemed to have been 
done or taken in the exercise of the powers by or under this 
Act, as if this Act were in force on the day on which such thing 
was done or action taken : 

(3 ) Accommodation Controllers, Rent Control Courts 
Appellate and other authorities under the said Ordinance shali 
be deemed to be Accommodation Controllers, Rent Control 
Courts, Appellate and other authorities respectively under 
this Act. 
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SCHEDULE 
I. Trivandrum District. 26. Fort Cochin Municipality 

27 . Parur Municipality 
1. Corporation of Trivan 28. AlwayeMunicipality 
drum 

29. Perumbavoor Municipality 
2. Neyyattinkara Munici 
pality 

VI. Trichur District. 
3. Attingal Municipality 
4. Warkala Panchayat 30. Trichur Municipality 
5. Nedumangad Panchayat 31. Irinjalakuda Municipality 

32. Kunnamkulam Munici 
II. Quilon District. 

pality 
6. Quilon Municipality 

VII. Kozhikode District. 
7 . Punalur Panchayat 
8. Kozhencherry Conser 33. Kozhikode Municipality 
vancy Town 

34. Nilambur Panchayat 

35. Manjeri Panchayat 
III. Alleppey District. 36. Trikkandiyur Panchayat 

37. Feroke Panchayat 
9. Kayamkulam Månici 38. Neduva Panchayat 
pality 

39. Badagara Panchayat 
10. Mavelikara Municipality 40. Kummangode amsom 
11. Alleppey Municipality 

(Nadapuram Panchayat ) 
12. Thiruvalla Municipality 41. Pantalayini village (Quil 
13. Shertallai Municipality 

andy Panchayat) 
14. Haripad Conservancy 42. Viyyur village (Quilandy 
Town 

Panchayat) 
15. Chengannur Conservancy 43. Melur village (Quilandy 
Town 

Panchayat) 

44. Meladi village 
IV . Kottayam District. 45. Kottooli village, Parayan 

cheri village 
16. Kottayan . Municipality 

46. Nedumgottur village 
17. Changanacherry Munici 

47. Beypore Panchayat 
pality 

48. Kidanginad village 
18. Vaikom Municipality 

49. Nulpuzha village 
19. Palai Municipality 

50. Nenmoni village 
20. Mundakayam Panchayat 

51. Muppainad village 
21. Urban areas ofMunnar 

52. Villiappally Panchayat 
22. Vandiperiyar Panchayat 

VIII. Cannanore District. 
23. Kanjirapally Panchayat 

53. Cannanore Municipality 
Ez V. Ernakulam District. 54. Tellicherry Municipality 

55. Azhikode amsom 
24. Ernakulan Municipality 56. Pappinisseri Panchayat 
25. Mattancherry Municipa 57. Puzhathi amsom 

lity including Palluruthy 58. Chirakkal amsom 
and Rareswaram 59. Cannanore cantonment 
Villages 

60. Kuthuparamba amsom 
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SCHEDULE - contd . 
VIII. Cannanore District 66. Chittur- Tattamangalam 

contd . 

Municipality 

67. Ottapalam Panchayat 
61. Vemnom amsom 

68. Ponnani Panchayat 
62. Kasargod 
63. Kanhangad 

69. Elappally Panchayat 
64. Payyanur 

70. Shoranur Panchayat 

71. Perintalmanna Panchayat 
IX . Palghat District. 

72. Koduvayoor Panchayat 
65. Palghat Municipality 


